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Veda, the author now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to 
Dharma, of the whole of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (Injunctions), 
Arthavadas (valedictory passages), Mantras and Names, each of these being 
considered separately with reference to its own specific uses. 

Now then, on this point we have the following PURVAPAKSBA! :— 

‘“ Having begun with the declaration that ‘the nature of Dharma 
“lies in a purpose having the Veda for its sole authority,’ it has been 
“shown that the means of knowing that Dharma is the Injunction ; 
“and the final conclusion arrived at (in the foregoing Pada) was that the 
“ objects of Injunctions were laid down for the purpose of Actions. This 
“clearly shows that the said authority belongs only to the Injunctions and 
“the Prohibitions (contained in the Veda). Consequently Dharma or 
“ Adharma cannot be pointed out by any words other than these (In- 
“ janctions and Prohibitions). — 


“It has also been explained that words serye perator purpose save 
“that of expressing that which has not been known before, Therefore it 
“may be mee due aue eai OMY belongs to the passages included in the Injunc- 
Sona. 2k the Prohibitions, which serve to point out the Results, the 

“ Means and the Methods of the various Actions; but as regards the pas- 
“sages other than these, viz.: those that fall in the category of the 
“ Arthavāda, or the Mantra or the Name,—such f.i., as ‘ S‘orodit,’ ‘ Ishe, 
“&o,’ and the like,—though they may be independent of all human 
“authorship, and may be duly expressive, yet they cannot have any author- 
“ity in the matter of Dharma and Adharma ; for the simple reason that they 
“do not serve any purpose with regard to these; specially as when taken in 
“their direct significations, these passages do not point out anything (with 
“regard to Dharma or Adharma); and as such their uselessness with 
“regard to them is quite patent. 

“If, by means of some indirect method of implication, the usefulness o 
“these be sought to be established, even then, there being no standard fo 
“ definitely fixing (these significations), it would never be possible to get a 
“any definite conclusions with regard to Dharma and Adharma (by mean 
“of such passages). It is only that sentence which has been duly compre 
“hended (in a definite sense) that can be twisted about to afford othe 
“ mennings, by means of elliptical and other modifications; consequently th 
“ sentence being only in the form ‘ S‘orodit’ (‘ He wept’), it may be taken't 
ti have two (contrary) implicationa : (1) since a great man wept, we ought t 
“weep ; and (2) since even great men are subject to such disorders, we oughi 
_ Me try our best to avoid them. And thus inasmuch as we are unable to decide, 

‘as to whether the passage is to be taken as an Injunction or as & Prohibi-| 
“ tion (of weeping), it cannot in any way help us to definitely ascertain 

‘l The view of ‘the opponent. 
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“the character of weeping, —as to whether it is Dharma.or Adharma. On 
“ the other hand, it is quite clear that weeping is opposed to‘ direct scriptural 
“injunctions (which lay down the necessity of auspicious actions, while 
“ weeping is distinctly inauspicious). Then, again, the passage in question is 
“also clearly opposed to direct Sense-perception (inasmuch as it speaks of 
“the tears being silver, while as a matter of everyday perception, we find 
“ the tears to be liquid and quickly evaporating). It may be urged that they. 
‘* serve to describe a certain state of things; but though they may be quite 
“ true in this, the description does not serve any useful purpose; and as 
“such the uselessness of such passages (with regard to Dharma) remains 
“ unchanged. 
2 Similarly, such passages as ‘the smoke alone of the fire during 
“the day, &c.? are untrue, even in their direct Stgniioatons, as we shall 
“ point out later on. 
“ As for the fact of these Arthavdda passages being taken in connection 
“ with other direct Injunctions, this only serves to spoil their own natural 
“forms; and for such interpretation, too, there is no authority. Taken by 
“themselves (ze, even apart from any Injunctions) these passage are 
“ capable of giving some sense; and so long as they do point out something 
“ definitely, the mere fact of their being useless (with regard to Dharma 
“and Adharma) cannot justify our saddling upon them other implications, 
“ which may serve certain purposes (with regard to Dharma), but which 
“ are not capable of being cognised directly (by means of the said passages). 
“For when we come across a piece of stone, the mere fact of its being 
‘useless cannot justify the assumption that we have seen a mass of gold. 
“It is a rule with all means of right notion that they point to facts that 
“aro directly amenable to themselves—be they either useful or useless ; 
“and it is in accordance with this that they are held to lead to such rosults 
“ as the acceptance of that which is useful, the avoidance of that which is 
“ harmful, and the neglect of that which is useless. [This diversity would 
a noe be possible if they always pointed to useful things] when acceptance 
would be the only result. And again, it is only after the means of right 
‘notion has appeared (and poiuted out its object), that we can ascertain 
‘its usefulness or uselessness; and certainly this ascertainment does not 
„* constitute the source of that means. Consequently, the usefulness or the 
Y uselessness of a thing must be ascertained with reference to itself, as 
soon'4s it comes to be cognised ; and there is no:such rule as that only 
` useful things should be cognised. Even in a case where the means of 
“ knowledge (the Eye for instance) is absolutely at the person’s command, 
‘such arule is not possible; how, then, can it be applied to the case of such 
“things as are only cognisable by means of the Veda, which is eternal, and 
“ has not been composed by an author? Nor bas it been ascertained that 
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“the Veda points out only useful things ; in fact, this is what we are consi- 
“ dering now—what the Veda has got to say with regard to such and such 
‘‘athing; and having ascertained this we shall be able to act up to its 
“ direct declarations ; consequently we cannot, at this stage of the enquiry, 
“ raise any extraneous questions with regard to the Veda—such, for in- 
“stance, as does the Veda speak of useless things P—If so, what is the use 
“of studying it and retaining it in memory? Because in the matter of 
“ the Veda, all men are mere interpreters ; and as such they are all depen- 
“dent upon it; and it is only after the Veda has been duly studied, that 
“ there arises an occasion for examining its contents; no one can ever com- 
“mence such examination, without having previously fully studied the 
“Veda. And when, subsequently, he does come to examine it, his previous 
“study does not help him in arriving at any conclusions, if he has studied 
“the Veda, without comprehending its meaning; as we have shown in the 
“foregoing Pdda. 

“ For these reasons, the instance of the passages dealing with the Agni- 
“ hotra, whose uselessness is denied on the ground of their use being dis- 
“ tinctly perceptible, cannot lead to the conclusion that the passages in 
“question (Arthavddas) also have their use. Because for such investiga- 
“ tions we can do nothing better than duly comprehend what is directly laid 
“down. People undergo all the trouble of assuming (through a far-fetched 
“connection with an indirect Injunction) that the passages in question 
“imply either glorification or villification '; but these do dot fall within the 
“ three factors of the Bhdvand (denoted by the Injunction), and as such 
“cannot be accepted (as in any way connected with the Injunction) ; 
“ because what is not included in the Bhadvand does not serve as the basis 
“for either Injunction or Prohibition; and that which is not thus related 
“to these is far from constituting a desirable end of man. 

“ Then, again, if such passages were assumed to signify glorification or 
 willification, there would be a mutual interdependence ; inasmuch as it is 
“ only as consisting of such glorification or villification, that these passages 
“can be taken along with direct Injunctions; and this connection with 
“direct Injunctions also depends upon the implication of the latent glori 
“ fication or villification, None of these two are ordinarily recognised a 
“ being the real basis of another; and hence nothing definite can be ascer- 

1 If by these you mean the fact of the particular action leading to desirable or 
undesirable results, or that of. its being enjoined or prohibited, then, inasmuch as these 
are expressed by other means, they cannot be said to constitute the use of the Arthavada 
passages. There is no other purpose that can be served by these in connection with In- 
junotions: nor can these latter be said to be indicated by the Arthavdda passages. And 
hence they could serve some purpose if they fell within the Bhdvana; but this they 
do not do. : 


ay 
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“tained (in the matter of such interdependence). For these reasons we 
“conclude that inasmuch as these passages stand apart (from the Injunc- 
“ tions) it is far more reasonable to regard them as absolutely useless, 

“ Says the Bhāshya : ‘ This is an attack upon only a part of the whole 
“ sentence. Though the Arthavdda is distinct from the direct signification 
“of the Injunction, yet it is spoken of, by the Bhdshya, as being a part of 
‘the (Injunctive) sentence, in accordance with the orthodox Mimänsā tenet 
“ (thatthe Arthavdda is to be taken along with the Injunction). This is not 
“in accord with the view of the Objector, who treats of the Arthava@da as a 
“ sentence entirely distinct (from the Injunction). Or the words of the Bha- 
“ shya may be taken to mean that the attack is only upon a few of the sen- 
“ tences (of the Veda, viz., the Arthavada passages). As for those that are 
“ accompanied by direct Injunctions, thera is no question (as to their useful- 
‘ness or authority); and as for those that, containing injunctive words, and 

‘thereby capable of expressing direct injunctions, even without the Artha- 
“ yada passages, subsequently come to be related to these latter, and thereby 
“ become mixed up with the relation of the glorification and the glorified,— 
“ the authenticity of such passages is questioned only so far as their connec- 
“ tion with the Arthavadic signification is concerned, and not with regard 
“ to their usefulness to man, based upon their injunctive character. 

“ Such passages, however, as only describe certain present events, and 
“are incapable of any injunctive signification, without the help of the 
“ Arthavada,—e.g., ‘one who uses a Sruva of the Khadira wood, offers, as 
“it were, the very essence of the Vedas’,—have been attacked (in the Sutra), 


“ by means of a questioning of the authority of a part of them (namely, the 
« Arthavdda).”’ 


Aphorism (2): “ Also because of the contradiction of the scrip- 
tures and directly perceived facts.” 


“ Whether the theft and the lie exist or not, in the mind and the speech 
“ respectively, the declaration of such facts (in the Vedic sentences ‘ sténam 
“ manah, ‘anrtavddini vak’) with reference to Dharma,' cannot have any 
“ authority, even with regard to their own direct denotations. If an elliptical 
“ construction be put upon the sentences,—they being taken to mean that 
“inasmuch as the mind and speech are the principal factors in the body, the 
“ said conduct of these ought to be imitated by the other sense-organs,—then 
“ we havea contradiction of the scriptures. 

“ Tt-may be urged that these sentences serve to point out the alternative 


1 Because the mind can never steal, and speech can never tell a lie, the two 
. sentences fail even in their direct significations. Even if they be held to be expla- 
natory of certain unseen events, then, too, serving no useful purpose in regard to an 
action, they can bave no authority. 
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“course of conduct (to that which is laid down in such sentences as ‘ never 
“commit a theft,’ ‘never tell a lie’) inasmuch as the theft and lying. ave 
“enjoined (by the sentences in question), and are also prohibited (by other 
“ sentences). But this theory is not tenable, on account of there- being a 
“ difference in the processes of the said Injunction and Prohibition, inas- 
“much as the former has got to be assumed by means of an elliptical. con- 
“ struction, &c., while the latter is distinctly laid down (by a direct prohibi- 
“ tive Injunction). , 

“í Objection 1: ‘But even though a Direct Injunction be weak in itself, 
“yet it.becomes equal in strength to the Prohibition that owes its very 
“ existence to the former, as will be shown later ou, under the first aphorism 
“of the eighth Pada of the Tenth Adhdya.’ 

“ Reply: True; in acase where the action prohibited is such as can be 
‘ performed only in obedience to a certain Injunction contained in the Veda, 


“ there may he such dependence (of the Prohibition upon the Injunction).: 
“ But in a case (like the one cited) where we have the Prohibition of an 
“ action that is performed, under the goad of passion (for wealth f.i.), the 


“ Prohibition asserts itself independeutly of any Injunctions; and as such 
“it becomes stronger in its operation, as we shall explain in the Pada 
“ above referred to, in the second aphorism, following the one quoted above. 

“ Stealing and Lying are performed independently of any Vedic texts 
“ enjoining these actions; and as such the Prohibition of these is indepen- 
“dent of all Injunctions; and this prohibition cannot but set aside any 
“ Injunctions that might be assumed. For this reason we conclude that the 
“ Arthavada passage in question is absolutely useless, 

“We now proceed to prove the uselessness of Arthavdda passages, as 
“ shown by their own meanings and implications. 

“ Tt is a fact of common experience, that during the day as well as during 
“ the night, we perceive, in the fire, both smoke and flame; and we cannot 
“ gay either that it is purely smoke, or that it is. only flame (while this is 
“ what is done by the, Arthavada passage ‘Smoke alone is perceived during 
“the day’). Nor is it possible to ascertain definitely that during the day 


“ the flame of the fire enters into the Sun, while during the night, the Sun ` 


“enters into the flame (in support of which the former Arthavdda passage 
“seems to have been brought forward); because the fact that has been 
“ adduced in support of such mutual transferences of the Sun and the nares 
“ has not yet been fully established as true. 

“Or, again, the ‘ non-ascertaiument’ (spoken of in the Bhāshya} may 


l Though the Prohibition may refer toa particular case, yet without a general 
Injunction, no such Prohibition can be possible; and thus both being equally indispens- 
able, we cannot but accept both as equally reasonable alternatives ; such is the sense of 
the objection. 


i 
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“mean that it is not possible for-us to assume this passage to have been 
“said in ‘praise of the fact of the-sun'shining only during the day and fire 
“ shining only at night ; because this-latter statement is not true. 

“ Or, the ‘non-ascertainment’ may.mean that it is not possible to de- 
“finitely specify that the mantra ‘Séryo jyotih, &c., is to be employed in 
“the morning, and ‘ Agnirjyotch, §c.,’ in the evening. 

“Or, lastly, it may mean that we are not able to ascertain that the 
“ whole of the Veda is an authority for Dharma. 

“ The Bhashya has first of all cited an instance of the contradiction of 
‘scriptures (in the shape of the assertion of stealing and lying with refe- 
“ rence to mind and speech) ; and then it has cited two instances (the seeing 
“of emoke alone during the day, and the mutual transference of the Sun 
“and Fire) of the contradiction of direct perception ; and again it has ad- 
“duced an instance (‘We know not whether we are Brahmanas or non- 
‘‘Brahmanas’) of the contradiction of scriptures. And the reason for so 
“many similar examples being cited, as also for the want of proper sequence 
“in their citing, lies in the fact ul the Bhdshya having in ‘view the sense 
“and the ‘order of the subsequent Sutras, that embucy-she fina! pocitionof 
“the Siddhdnta, and which meet each of the arguments now adduced in the 
“ Purvapaksha. 

“ The passage ‘ We know not, &c., is meant to be taken along with the 
“ Injunction of theappointing of the Arshéya priest. But inasmuch as the 
“passage does not signify either this action (of appointing) or anything 
“related to it, it cannot be accepted as having any authority bearing upon 
“that Action. For certainly, no iguorance, doubt or misconception, with 
“ regard to Brahmanahood could be of any use in the Sacrifice. Nor can 
“we admit that as-a glorification which is contradictory to direct Percep- 
“tion. Nor, again, can ‘the passage have any authority, so long as it only 
“speaks of mere ignorance of Brahmanahood. 

“It may be asked how this declaration of ignorance contradicts a fact 
“ of direct Perception, when, as a matter of fact, among a certain number 
“of men resembling one another, the fact of one or many of them being a 
“ Brahmana can be ascertained only by means of scriptures. But in reality 
“ this is not a subject for scriptares ; because the class Brahmana is as much 
“an object of ordinary perception as the class tree. 

“ Question : ‘How can nue class Brähmapa be kuowa by ordinary 
“ men?’ 

“Answer: It is known by direct Sense-perception. 

“ Question: ‘But, then, how is it that even when the person is before 
‘our eyes, if we do not know the details of his parentage, &c., we are 
“unable to ascertain whether he is‘a Brahmana or not, until someone tolls 
“usof it?’ 
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“Answer: Well, the reason for this lies in the absence of proper facul- 
“ ties in us for perceiving the Brahmanahood ; exactly in the same way as we 
“ are unable to recognise a certain object as the ‘tree’ until the meaning of 
“ the word has been explained to us. 

“The following arguments might be urged against us: ‘The cases of 
“the Brahmana and that of the Tree are not quite identical; because even 
“ before the explanation of the word tree, the particular class denoted by 
“ the word has ever been recognised as differentiated from other classes, and 
“inhering in all individual trees,—these latter appearing in the shape of 
“a certain object with leaves, branches, &c.; while in the case of the class 
“ Brihmana such is not the case (because there are no perceptible marks 
“ that could differentiate the Brihmaya from other men); and, again, in 
“the case of the Brahmana, even when one has fully comprehended the 
“ meaning of the word, he is unable, in the absence of other means, to as- 
“certain the fact of a particular person being a Brahmana. For instance, 
“neither the wearing of the sacred thread, nor the study of the Veda, can 
“be the means of such ascertainment; because these two features are 
“ common-te all the thrée “higher castes; as for the work of teaching 
“(which is laid down for the Brahmanas exclusively), inasmuch as such 
“ Kshatriyas and Vaicyas as have transgressed the limitations to their duties, 
“are also found to beengaged in that work, this can serve only as a very 
“doubtful index. In fact, all these can belong to Çūdras also,—such of 
“them as are not mindful of their own specified duties and transgress the 
‘limitations laid down in the scriptures. Consequently none of these can 
“sərvə as a sure index of Brahmanahood. And if one were to accept a 
“manas a Brahmana, without proper consideration, such a person would, 
“ as reasonably purchase a piece of shell, thinking it to be silver ? ’ 

“ These arguments, however, do not touch our position. The dissimi- 
“larity of the case of the class tree cannot affect our conclusion with 
“regard to the perception of the class Brahmana; specially as it has 
“already been explained (in the section on Akriti, in the Clokavartika) 
“ that there are different methods for the cognition of different classes. 
“ (Consequently the fact of the process of cognising the class Brdhmana 
“ not being exactly similar to that of the cognition of the class tree, cannot 
“in any way invalidate our perception of the former). 

“Thus, then, just as, in accordance with the exigencies of each indi- 
“ vidual case of the cognition of a class, we admit of various causes, in 
“ the shape of, (1) the sense of vision; (2) the remembrance of a word that 
“ has its denotation extending over many individuals; (8) proximity to the 
“ greatness of a certain individual; (4) the perception of a particular form, 
“and so forth,—exactly in the same manner, we could assume the 
“remembrance of the caste of the progenitor (as the cause of the cognition 
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“of the class Brahmana, with reference to any individual Brāhmaņa). 
“ This relation of the progeny and the progenitor is directly perceptible 
“only with reference to the mother; while that with regard to others, it 
“will have to be cognised either by means of Inference, or upon the 
“Verbal Testimony of a trustworthy person. 

“Nor is it necessary that the cause of sensuous perception should 
“always be such us has itself been perceived by means of the senses; 
“ because we find the Eye, and the other organs of sense, often serving as 
“the means of perceiving such objects—as have never been cognised 
“ before; and we have also proved (in the chapter on Sense-perception— 
“ Clokavartika)—that we often have a perception in accordance with the 
‘‘contact of the Senses, which is mixed up with an intervening element of 
“memory; and it has also been shown that if a certain thing does not 
“happen to be perceived on the spur of the moment, it can never be 
‘* perceived even if a concentrated effort be made to bear upon it. 

“The Bhashya itself says that on account of there being chances of the 
“ mother having misbehaved, it would be extremely difficult to ascertain 
“the relationship of the child (with the father of a particular caste). 
‘But this difficulty cannot deprive the cognition (of the class Braéhmana) 
“ of the character of Sense-perception; for certainly, if we have to climb 
“up to the top of a mountain in order to see an object, the character of 
“ Sense-perception is not denied to the perception of that object. Then again, 
“ because we may have found a certain woman to have misbehaved, that 
“ cannot enable ug to assume the same misbehaviour in the case of all women . 
“ because such an assumption, being directly contradictory to all ordinary 
“experience, could never be valid; as we find that women of respectable 
“families always try their very best to save their character (and with 
“ success). And it is for the sake of making their respective castes duly 
“and authoritatively recognised, that the Brahmanas and Kings have in- 
“ troduced the system of writing up and preserving their genealogical trees, 
“which serve to preserve and perpetuate the names of their forefathers. 
“And as these records distinctly poiut out the particular ‘excellences 
“and defects of each family, it is always in accordance with these that; 
“ we find people being attached to, or repulsed from, particular families. 

“ Nor is it necessary that the misbehaving of a woman .......sscessseaee 
se ceerecceersecssscncesteesssscsscceeeees Should produce a child of a mixed caste; 


BOSE AHH CHE OOH OOS OOO FER REK CER oot EHH OOGO SCE err ere coo 


evn. N E PEE TRESREPETIOSINTIOCER TINTS ETT TT ee TTTTT PERETERTER TESTI RTT TTT, oe “Ib i ig 
“quite possible that sash misbehaviour might subject the woman to 
“unpleasant experiences hereafter ; but it can in no way make thechilda 
“ bastard. 
2 
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“ Nor, again, is it necessary that the misbehaviour should be with a 
“ man of different caste; and a child produced by one of the same caste as 
“ the mother cannot be said to be of a mixed caste. 

“It is also laid down in the Smrtis that even the bastard regains the 
“ original purity of the caste of his either parent, by a continuous excel- 
“ lence, or otherwise, of conduct and relationships, when he reaches the 
“fifth or the seventh generation downwards (7.c., if the conduct and rela- 
“tionship of each descendant remains good, the caste of the family 
“ reverts to the caste that is the higher of the two parents, and vice versa). 
“ And in this matter, the only factor for which we cannot have any author- 
“ity than that of the scriptures, is that of the specific number of genera- 
“ tions being five or seven; the rest is all based upon facts of ordinary 
“ experience. 

‘Thus then, just as in the case of some birds, though both the male 
“and the female are exactly similar, yet we can easily distinguish the sex 
“of each by certain characteristic marks,—so, in the same manner, we 
“can recognise the class Brähmanu, by means of direct Sense-perception, 
“as aided by a remembrance of certain facts directly perceived (in times 
“ gone by) aud handed down to us by an unbroken line of tradition. 

s“ Hor these reasons, the assertion ‘we know not whether we are Brah- 
“manas, &c., must be admitted to be contradictory to direct perception. 

“ This contradiction remains just the same even with regard to such 
“ people as have their Brahmanahood based upon their own individual 
“good conduct (as in the case of Vigwamitra); though as a matter of 
“fact, there is uo authority for differentiating castes by individual con- 
“duct. Because certain special rules of conduct are laid down as per- 
“taining to the Brahmanas that already exist; and so if the strict following 
“of such rules were the cause of Brahmanahood, there would be a mutua- 
‘“‘interdependence—the rules being based upon Bréahmanahood, and Brah- 
‘‘manahood being based upon the following of the rules. And further, 
“one and the same man would be a Brahmana when performing a good 
“deed, and a Cidra when doing a bad one; and thus there would be no 
“fixity of the castes. Similarly when a man would be found to be per- 
“forming an action that would give pain to a person, as well as afford him 
“ relief (as in the case of surgical operations), the person would come to 
“ be considered a Çüdra and a Brahmana at one and the same time, which 
“ would be an absurdity. “ee 

“The upshot of all these arguments is this: Brahmanahood is nöt an 
“aggregate of Pennance, &c.; nor is it a certain purification brought 
“about by these; nor is it a caste manifested by these; what it really is, 
“is a caste signified by the cognition of the caste of the parents; and as 
“such, it is cognisable directly by Sense-perception. 
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“Thus, then, the differentiation of the castes being accomplished in 
“ the manner shown above, such declarations as ‘ by doing such a deed for 
“a month the Brahmana becomes a Cidra,’ and the like must be taken 
“either as decrying the particular action, or as pointing to the fact of the 
“ person being no longer entitled to the specific duties laid down for the 
“ three higher castes. 

“ And as before, the direct perception of the caste cannot be accepted 
“to have, for an optional alternative, its non-cognition, which latter can 
“ only be held to be based upon the authority of a Vedic Injunction assumed 
“(for the sake of the particular Arthavada in question). But no stoh 
“ Injunction can be possible in the present case; even though it were 
“quite possible in the former case of stealing and lying, which are actions 
“(and as such capable of forming the object of optional Injunctions) ; 
“ because the caste is a concrete object; and as such, being of one uniform 
“ character, can never form the subject of any optional alternatives. 

“ As for the passage— who knows what exists or not in the other 
“ world,’— as we have already shown above, no Ignorance, Doubt or Delu- 
“sion can be of any use with regard to Dharma; and as such, passages 
“like this cannot but be admitted to be useless; and even intrinsically, the 
“ declaration is useless, because (it is false; as) that which is herein said 
“ to be incapable of being known, is actually known to such persons as are 
“assured of the authoritative character of the Veda, aud are well posted 
“up in all branches of the three Vedas. 

“ Then as regards the possibility of the passage laying down an optional 
“alternative, this cannot be; as we have shown above, with regard to the 
“ former passage (‘we know not whether we are Brahmanas,’ etc.) 


Sutra (3). “Also because of the absence of results.” 


“ With reference to the Gargatrratra-Brahmana, it is said—‘ The face 
“of one who knows this brightens up ;’ and again, ‘ a horse is born for him.’ 
“ Now, if, at the time of kuowing the particular Brahmana and Mantra the 
brightness of the fuce and the birth of the horse already exist, then a mere 
“mention of these cannot serve any purpose with regard to Dharma. On 
“the other hand, if these do not exist at the time, the passages become false 
“ even intrinsically by themselves (as declaring what does not exist). If 
“ the passages be held not to refer to the present state of things, (but to lay 
“ down certain results that would follow at some future time),—then they 
‘* become contradicted by the fact of our never perceiving the occurrence of 
“any such results. 

“ And as all learning is meant to capacitate the agent for the adores 
‘ance of sacrifices,—these, being complete in themselves, exactly like the 
“bathing of the sacrificer at the sacred places, cannot be accepted as the 
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“Tujunctions of Results, as will be shown in the first Adhtkarana of the 
“third Pada of the Fourth Adhyaya. 

“Tt may be urged that as the matter will be fully dealt with in that 
“ place, the question should not have been repeated here; but then, there 
“ig a difference; as what is proved in that Adhikarana is that the 
“ passages in question are no Injunctions of Results, but mere Arthavddas ; 
“while what we are declaring now is that the Arthavdda passages in 
‘‘ question are absolutely useless (and as such there is no repetition). 

“ Nor can these passages be taken as mere plorifications; because as a rule 
“ false statements cannot be accepted as constituting (proper) glorification. 


Sutra (4). “Because of the uselessness of others.” 


“The aforesaid arguments suffice to prove the intrinsic uselessness of 
“such passages as—‘ By means of the Parnaihuti one attains all that he 
“ desires,’ ‘He who performs the Pagubandha conquers all worlds,’ ‘ He who 
“performs the Agwamédha, as well as one who knows this, passes beyond 
“ death, ete., etc. 

“The present Stra, however, admits, for the sake of argument, that 
“these are real Injunctions of Results; and then proceeds to point out 
“ other discrepancies with regard to them: As a matter of fact, none of the 
" passages quoted can be the Injunction of Results; because (1) the 
“ Pūrnāhuti is only a particular step towards the due consecration of the 
“ Fire; (2) the Pagubandha sacrifice only helps in the due performance of 
“ the Jyotishtoma; and (3) the knowledge of the Agwamedha sacrifice only 
“serves to prepare the sucrificer for the action. But we grant for the 
“ sake of argument, that these are Injunctions of Results; even then we find 
“ that they lead us to believe other actions (laid down in the Veda) to be 
“useless. In the case of a number of actions, which, though leading to 
“the same results, are yet performed independently of one another, it is 
“open to us to perform anyone of them; and none of them need be 
“ rejected as entirely useless. The cases of the Pérndhuti and the Pagu- 
“ bandha, however, are different. Because without the Pūrnāhuti, the Agni- 
‘t hotra cannot be completed; and similarly, without the Pagubandha, the 
‘ Jyotishtoma cannot be complete; and as the specified results will have 
“been accomplished by these smaller actions, as explained under XI, i. 43, 
“there would be no need of performing the other elaborate actions (of the 
“ Agnihotra and the Jyotishima) ; and as such, the Injunctions of these 
“ latter would become entirely useless. 

“To this effect, the Bhdshya cites the instance of one going in search 
“of honey, etc. The person may go on to the mountain in search of 
“ honey, by a path other than the one whereby he could find the honey 
in the way itself; but he cannot go along, if he happens to pass by this 
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“latter road and finds the honey in the way without going all the way 
“to the mountain. Thus then, in order to establish the authority and 
“usefulness of many direct Injunctions, it is certainly advisable to acccpt 
“the uselessness of the Injunctions that have been assumed (on the strength 
“of the Arthavada passages in question). l 

“ Nor can these Injunctions be said to lay down new actions for those 
“who would desire better results, than those obtained by means of the 
“former actions; because no difference between the two is mentioned. 
“ And when the direct assertion of the Veda is tho same in both cases, we 
“cannot assume any exceptional results to follow from any particular 
“ actions, specially when we are unable to perceive any such results. And 
“ we have already said that the declarations being found to be false, can- 
“not be accepted as glorifications. 


Sutra (8). “Because of the negativing of that which is not 
“capable of being negatived.” 


“In the feda we find the sentences—‘ Fire is not to be laid on the 
“ earth,’ ‘it is not to be laid in the sky,’ ‘itis not be laid in Heaven’; and 
“each of these contain a negation of that which is not capable of negation. 
“ That it is to say, as for the Sky and Heaven, no laying of fire in these 
“ is possible ; and as such, any negation of these is wholly irrelevant. Nor 
“oan these be taken as exceptions, because (the laying in Heaven and 
‘Sin the Sky never being possible) these could not rightly be held to be the 
“objects of exception; because the laying is always found to be done 
“on the Earth, which is neither Sky nor Heaven. 

“If the two sentences be said to be a mere description of the natural 
“ state of things; then they cannot be held to serve any useful purpose with 
“regard to the performance of sacrifices. And as for the first sentence— 
“not on the Earth ’—any negativing or excepting of the laying on Earth 
‘Sis not possible, without setting aside the Injunction of the luying itself ; 
“and this setting aside would render a direct Injunction wholly futile, 
“Even if the two sentences be taken as laying down optional alternatives, 
“then, too, there would be a partial setting aside (in one case) of the 
“direct Injunction. Specially as the Veda itself lays down many alter- 
“natives with regard to the laying of fire, as done with a view to different 
“results; and as such it is not right to accept Prohibitions for the mere 
“ pointing out of optional alternatives. 

‘“ And then, this Prohibition, too, would be extremely weak [that is to 
“say, it cannot be said that even in the absence of any particular desires, 
“the Prohibition would serve the purpose of pointing out optional alter- 
“ natives; because, in the absence of any desires, there can be no perform- 
“ ance of such actions as have been laid down'simply for the fulfilment of 
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“certain definite ends, and as such no prohibition of these is necessary (or 
“ possible); and if the Prohibition be taken as pointing out mere qualifi- 
“eations,—then as such, being only an assumed factor, with regard 
“ to the sacrifice, it would be too weak to rightly point out any optional 
“ alternatives]. 

“When the prohibition is taken with regard to the Earth, then 
“(as no such prohibition of the Earth as the place of laying could be 
“possible, unless there were a likelihood of the action of the laying 
“being performed) it would be necessary to assume an Injunction of this 
“laying; (and then as all the places where the fire could be laid,— 
“the Earth, the Sky and Heaven,—are negatived, by the sentence under 
“ consideration, such negation would lead us to the assumption of an 
“Injunction wholly prohibiting the aforesaid laying); and this is what 
“is meant by the ‘ self-contradiction’ mentioned in the Bhashya. 

“The said prohibition would also contradict other direct Injunctions 
“—such, for instance, as ‘the Fire should be laid after the golden plate 
“ has been put in,’ and ‘the Fire is laid upon bricks’ (both of which dis- 
“ tinctly mention the Earth as the place on which the Fire is to be laid). 

“Nor is it posible for the sentences to be taken as only meant to attract 
“ people, to a certain course of action, and not as a regular injunction. 


Sutra (6). “Because of the mention of non-eternal (objects).” 


“ In the case of such passages as—‘ Babara Pravahani desired’ and 
“the like—,from among all possible significations, the words ‘ Babara 
“ Pravahani,’ &c., cannot be taken as pointing to anything else (either 
“anything in connection with sacrifices, or a glorification) except 
“ Babara, the son of Pravdhana; and (as such a person cannot be said to be 
“ eternal) this comes to be a mention (in the Veda) of a transitory object. 

“ The mention of such objects, when brought forward and urged against 
“the authority of the Veda as a whole, can be explained in some way or 
“other (as has been done above, in I—i—21). But when we make use of 
“our discretion in the matter of authoritativeness, and accept, on the ground 
“ of some reasonings, the absolutely authoritative character of only the Vidhi 
“ (Injunction) portion of the Veda,—exactly as among all verbal De- 
“ clarations, the Veda alone is held to be absolutely authoritative—then, 
“in that case, just as we deny the authority of the other portions of the 
“ Veda, so too we could deny that of such portions of it as make mention 
“of transitory objects, on the ground of such mention itself; and there 
“ would be nothing to prevent us from doing so. 

“ Therefore, in the case of such passages, all that we can do is to take 
“no notice of their siguifications, and to assume particular results to 
“follow from the mere repetition of these. Or, it may be more reasonable 
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“to admit of the fact of such texts being read up only for being rejected ; 
“just as we accept the Arthavdda passages as only meant to be disre- 
“ garded. 

“It may be asked—‘ Why cannot these passages be used as Mantras 
‘‘in the Actions, in connection wherewith they happen to be read ?’ 

“ They canuot be so used, simply because they (not pointing to any 
“ actions) cannot possibly be taken along with any action. As for Man- 
‘tras, they too are employed at sacrifices, not only because they happen 
“to be mentioned in the Veda, but because their words distinctly point 
“out their connection with those sacrifices, In the passage in question, 
“ however, there is no such implication. 

“Or, lastly, we may take these passages as meant to be accepted in 
“their mere verbal forms (without any .heed being paid to their signi- 
“ fications), exactly as has been done in the Pérvapaksha relating to the 
“Mantras (Vide below, Sitras 31-39). 


“The word ‘ anitya,’ in the Sūtra, refers to living beings, and not to 
“that which is useless (as in I—ii—1).” 


In reply to the above Purvapaksha, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA—the Orthodox Mimansa view. 


Sutra (T). But they are taken along with the injunctive pas- 
sages; and as such could be (authoritative) as a the 
particular Injunctions. 


[The Bhashya cites the passage—‘ Vayurvai kshépishtha dévata’—as an 
instance of Arthavdda; and on this, the Vartika starts with the question |.— 
“ It was proper for the Bhdshya to put forward its own view with reference 
to the same Arthavada passages that have been cited in the Pérvapaksha ; 
for what special reason then, does he bring forward a different passage P ” 

In reply to this, some people assert that as the bearing of all Arthavada 
passages is the same, it does not make any difference, whether this or that 
passage be cited in the Pérvapaksha or the Siddhanta. 

But though this may be the case, yet the citing of a new example 
always implies an ulterior motive (in the mind of the author) ; and this 
motive we proceed to explain: As regards the passages cited in the Pūrva- 
paksha, even their literal significations are open to doubt ; and consequently 
to begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving them 
to be true ; and inasmuch as this initial effort would be of no consequenee, and 
as such not very desirable, the Bhashya has cited a passage, which, in its 
literal siguification, is universally recognised to be true ; whereby it becomes 
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easier to explain, that such passages are glorifications, to be taken along 
with the Injunctive passages, and as such come to help in the knowledgo of 
Dharma. And to facilitate the matter still further, the author of the 
Bhashya proceeds to show the uso of Arthavddas as glorifications, by means 
of a passage which is instantly recognised as one to be taken along with 
(and forming part of) a direct Injunction, 

But before proceeding further, we have to explain the following 
difficulty: “Why is it that the natural form of the Veda is perverted, with 
“a view to establish a forced syntactical connection P Or (if it be declared 
“that we have recourse to this in order to establish a direct relationship 
“of the Veda to human ends) how is it that the Veda is said to be for the 
“sake of man’s ends? It might be urged that these assumptions are made, 
“ because such is found to be a fact, in the case of ordinary human assertions. 
“ But, then, the case of these latter is entirely different; as what they speak 
“ of is cognisable by other ordinary means of cognition ; and, on the strength 
“of these latter, such far-fetched assumptions are admissible; whereas in 
“the case of a Vedic passage, treating as it does of supersensuous things, 
“even if the slightest change be made in its original form, it becomes a 
“creation of the human mind (and thereby loses the very basis of its 
“authority). Even in the case of human assertions,. when the subject 
“ spoken of is not amenable to the other means of cognition, save verbal 
“ Testimony, we do not have any changes in the form of the assertion.” 

To this, some people make the following reply: It will be proved in 
the next Stra that the whole of the Veda is meant to serve some useful 
purpose for man. And certainly, if it did not serve some useful purpose, the 
intelligent people of old would not have made such efforts to preserve it and 
hand it down in an unbroken tradition. Though it is just possible that a 
single man may have erred in his estimate of the usefulness of the Veda; 
yet there is no reason for saying so, with regard to the extremely intelligent 
enquirers that have gone before us. And for this reason, it is only right 
that we should even break up the natural form of the Veda,.in order to make 
it serviceable to man. l 

This explanation, however, does not appear to be quite satisfactory ; 
because, if such be the case, then the authoritativeness of the Veda would ` 
depend upon man. If we were to assume even such meanings as are not 
signified by the actual words of the Veda, and if the usefulness of the 
Veda to man were to rest on the sole authority of the efforts made to 
present it, then the authority of the Veda would become dependent upon 
our own efforts. If the preserving of the Veda by another be held to be 
the cause, then, too, that other person would base his authority upon the 
efforts of another man, and so on and on, we might go backwards, referring 
it to the efforts of other. people; and this would be like a. deserip- 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASS\GES. 17 


tion of colour handed down among blind men; and there would be no 
fixity for the authority of the Veda. Specially in the case of each man, 
the idea that we would have would be that ‘this man knows it thus,’ and 
not that ‘such is its meaning.’ Consequently then, though, in the case of 
particular students, we might infer the fact of their knowing the Veda to 
be useful to them, yet, as there can be no secure foundation for this notion, 
the authority of the Veda cannot rest solely upon that fact. Therefore it 
must be admitted that until the Veda itself does not directly declare itself 
to be serviceable to man, it cannot be accepted as authoritative. 

But we can explain the difficulty in the following manner: As for the 
whole of the Veda, its study is directly enjoined in the sentence ‘ Svd- 
dhydyo dhyétavyah.” (“The Veda should be duly studied ),”’—the sense of 
which is that we skould accomplish something by means of the study of the 
Vedu. And as for what is to be accomplished,—though the ‘study’ itself 
presents itself as the object, yet, inasmuch as an Injunction, which has the 
power of persuading people to action cannot but have for its object some- 
thing that is of use to the man, the mere ‘study’ ceases to be accepted as 
the object to be accomplished, and becomes mixed up with the instrument or 
means of the said accomplishment; because this instrumental character is 
quite compatible with its nature, and is the most proximate (the sense of 
the Injunction thus being that the desirable object is to be accomplished by 
means of the study). 

What next appears to be the object to be accomplished is the getting up 
of the mere letters of the Veda, in accordance with the maxim that anything 
‘that is capable of being accomplished is the object.’ But this, too, in itself, 
can be of no direct use to man. However, this getting wp of the letters points 
to the knowledge of the words, which in its turn points to the knowledge of 
the meanings of these words, which last points to the knowledge of the meaning 
of the sentences composed of those words; and this leads to the acting (in 
accordance with the injunctions contained in these sentences), which acting 
finally leads to the attainment of such desirable results as Heaven and the 
like. And itis only here that the object to be accomplished being duly 
ascertained, all the information required (in connection with the injunction 
“ tho Veda should be studied ’’) becomes fully supplied. And thus in the 
case of all Injunctions, there is no resting until we get at some purpose of 
man (to be accomplished by means of the action therein enjoined). 

But it is by no means absolutely necessary that, whenever we meet with 
an Injunction, we must assume such results as Heaven and the like (to 
follow from the action enjoined); because when we find that a certain 
action is actually capable of bringing about the accomplishment of a cer- 
tain result, we conclude this latter to be its effect. And hence, whenever 
we find an action directly capable of bringing about a certain result, even 
g 3 
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after the lapse of a certain period of time and space, we cannot rightly’ 
assume any other result; because the soundness of the Vedic Injunction is 

established also by means of such results as follow after the lapse of time’ 
(and not only by those that follow immediately after the Action); and as 

such there is no Apparent Inconsistency (in the Injunction) that could lead 

us to the assumption of other results. 

In those cases, however, in which we do not find any particular desire 
able results following, either directly or indirectly (from the Action), —a8, 
for instance, the action of the libation reaching the Fire, and being burnt 
to ashes,—we give up the idea of the necessity of the desirable element in 
the result, and assume a transcendental result to follow from the action 
itself. 

In all cases, however, we have to bear in mind the following: In the 
case of a certain action (the threshing of the corn, for instance) that is laid 
down in the Veda, and stands in need of a result, if we find, following from 
it, a series of actions, not of the nature of a result,—and then, in the middle 
we find laid down something (in the shape of the making of the cake) that 
would help the sacrifice, or one (the offering itself) that would accomplish 
a desirable result,—we conclude these latterly enjoined actions to be 
the means of the two latter results; and the original Injunction (of the 
threshing of the corn) is accepted as merely helping in these latter actions 
(and not having its efficiency reaching up to the final accomplishment of 
the agent’s desires). 

As for the other actions (of pounding, &c., of the corn) that are laid down 
by a subsequent Injunction, these are to be taken as helping in the previous- 
ly enjoined action (of threshing, specially as they are its necessary con- 
comitants) in the accomplishment of the cake (which could not be made 
unless the corn were pounded after the thereshing),—exactly like the burning 
of the fuel (which is a necessary concomitant of the sacrifice). And these 
actions of pounding, &c., are not held to be the direct means of accomplish- 
ing either the threshing or the cake, because they are not found to have 
‘been laid down before, with any reference to the relationship of means and 
consequences. That is to say, if we had any assertion, prior to the Injune- 
tion of threshing, of the pounding of the corn being a means of accom- 
plishing the cake, then alone could the latter be held to be the direct 
means of the making of the cake; but, as it is, we find the threshing laid 
down first of all, and the pounding, &c., are only mentioned afterwards 
(merely as concomitants of that threshing). Hence we are led to conclude 
that it is the threshing that is the renl means of the accomplishment of 
the cake, and that the pounding, &., are to be taken only as helping the 
threshing in that accomplishment. 


In such cases, however, in which nothing that forms part of diena 
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‘is laid down in the middle, it is the directly enjoined action alone which is 
to be taken as the means of accomplishing the final result, through all the 
various actions that are laid down in connection with it. 

Thus, then, all the Injunctive passages that lay down the means of 
accomplishing the directly mentioned, or the assumed, ends of man are 
included—even up to the ascertaining of such causal relationships—in the 
Injunction that “ the Veda should be studied.” (That is to say, in this case 
the study is held to be for the purpose of the ascertaining of the said 
relationships, exactly as the threshing is held to be the means of accomplish- 
ing the cake; and the intermediate actions of getting up the words of the 
Veda help in the final result, exactly as the pounding, &c., do in the 
making of the cake). 

' As for the result accruing from the ascertaining of the meaning of 
Vedic texts, such result has been pointed out by other texts (such as: “ That 
Action alone has a strong influence which is performed with a full know- 
ledge, faith, &c.”); and as such the former Injunction of Vedic study is not 
made to extend so far (as to the pointing out of its result). 

Aud as for the other Injunctions that are found in the same connection, 
they are also to be taken as serving, by means of the getting up of the 
verbal text, &o.,.to help towards the fulfilment of the single result, in the 
shape of the comprehension of the meanings of Vedic sentences; and they 
cannot be taken as, in any way, directly helping the performance of any 
sacrifices. Because the performance of sacrifices depends, for its procedure, 
only upon such means as. bring about supersensuous results ; and as such, 
they can have no connection with the mere getting up of the Verbal text, 
which serves only a visible purpose; and as such the action of such getting 
up is accepted only as helping towards the fulfilment of the final result (of 
comprehending the meaning of those texts). 

Thus, then, we find that the subsidiary sentences or Injunctions (of get- 
ting up the Vedic text) are similar to the principal sentence or Injunction 
(of the due comprehending of the meaning of the Veda) (in so much as both 
are equally related to the human purpose mediately, through an inter- 
vening agency), though the subsidiary Injunctions themselves are one 
degree further removed. (As for instance, the Injunction of the com- 
prehending of the medning of the Veda gives a knowledge of the 
sacrifices, which fulfil the desirable end of man, there being, in the case, 
only one intervening agency; in the case of the subsidiary Injunctions, 
on the other hand, we find that they lay down the getting up of the 
.verbal text, which brings about a cognition of the meaning of these texts, 
which point out the sacrifices that fulfil the desirable ends of tian, there 
' being, in this case, two intervening agenoies). 

.; In the snme manner, the. passages speaking of the aan: &e. (of thie 
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Vrihi), having their sole purpose in the purification of the corn, are found 
to be very distantly related to the principal sacrifice, through the in- 
tervening agencies of the Rice, the Flour, the Cake, and the Dvyavadana 
Offering, &o. 

Similarly, we may explain the connection (with the principal sacrifice) 
of such secondary passages as are not found in the same context, and as 
such help the sacrifice only indirectly, as well as those that are of direct 
use. And the only peculiarity with the relationship of these is that the 
Principal Action is connected only with whnt these passages signify, and 
has nothing to do with the mere words, as the passages are not m the same 
context. 

The passages speaking of the ‘laying of the fire’ and such other ac- 
tions, have their sole use in the preparation of the sacrificial fire, which 
forms a part of the principal sacrifice leading to certain definite results ; 
and as such come to have all their relationships fulfilled by means of the 
remote Result (of the Principal Sacrifice). 

' In the same manner the Upanishads have their existence justified by 
their explaining the real nature of the person that performs the sacrifices. 

And as for the Mantra and the Names, we shall explain their uses, in 
their respective places (at the end of this Pada and in the fourth Pada). 

Thus, then, it is established that all parts of the Veda are included in 
the Bhavana (which is denoted by the direct Vedic Injunctions). 

It has been argued above that the Arthavada passages not being 
included in any of the three factors of the Bhavana, they cannot be recog- 
nised (as parts of the Vedic Injunctions). On this point, we offer the fol- 
lowing explanation: Itis true that the Arthavada is not so recognised apart, 
by itself; but it is actually included (in the factors of the Bhavana). 

“How”? 

In the following manner: In the case of the sentences which contain 
Injunctive words, there are two kinds of Bhavand that are always compre- 
hended—one consisting of the words, and another of their significations. 
Those of the latter class do not stand in need of the Arthaväda passages ; 
but these passages are certainly included in those of the former kind 
(i.e., the Verbal Bhavana). 

The Verbal Bhavana operates in the following manner: The Injunc- 
tion of the study of the Veda serves the purpose of employing all other In- 
junctions, as also the ‘ self’ (‘8wa’) mentioned in the word “ swidhydya ” ; 
and this employing or urging is in the form-—“ should think of accomplish- 
ing.” Andin this the Injunctive Word is the nominative of the prompting, 
and the Person is its objective. 

Hence when the question arises—‘ What is to be accomplished (by the 
Injunctive passage) ’ ?—the answer, that presents itself is—“ The activity 
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of the Person.’ If, however, the peculiar character of the said Injunction 
were taken to signify the action of Injunction itself—in the form, ‘should 
prompt,’—then the Person himself would become the objective (the mean- 
ing being that the Person should be prompted or urged to activity). Though, 
on account of the inanimate character of the Injunctive, such actions of 
prompting or urging are not possible, yet, as the Person himself being the 
object prompted cannot be its nominative, we conclude the power of prompt- 
ing to belong to the Injunctive, through the Intelligence of the Person 
himself. For if some such assumption were not made, then the Injunctive 
could never be called ‘the prompter.’ 

Secondly, when the question arises—‘By what is it to be accom- 
plished’ ?—we have for the reply—‘ By means of a knowledge of the 
Injurfotions, as guided by a previous experience of certain relationships (of 
particular actions with certain definite results).’ 

And lastly, to the question—‘ How is the prompting to be accomplish- 
ed’ ?—we have the answer—‘ Through a knowledge of the excellent charac- 
ter (of the particular Action).’ 

The explanation of all this is very simple. People with any degree 
of intelligence, when proceeding to do a certain action do not engage them- 
selves in it, until they have ascertained that it is really good and well 
worth the doing. It is in this work of attraction that the potency of the 
Injunction fails; but in this it is helped by the cognition of the ex- 
cellence of the Action enjoined (as described in the Arthavada passages). 
And as for the result of the Action, which is always in the shape of 
something desired by man, the Agent is known to be naturally attached 
to it; and as such that does not stand in need of any description of its 
excellence, by the Veda. But as for the means (of attaining the Result), 
and the method, the excellence of these has to be be pointed ont, to the 
person who has not engaged himself in the Action; and this can be done 
only by means of the Arthavada passages; and it is in this that lies the use 
of these passags. 

Now then, when the question arises—‘ By what means shall I obtain 
a knowledge of the said excellence’ ?—the answer may, in the first place, 
be presented by the mention of the particular Result, which leads to the 
conviction that inasmuch as the Action brings prosperity, it is good and 
well worth doing ; or (2) the excellence of the Action may be pointed out 
by.the fact of its being enjoined in the Veda, which is free from all 
discrepancies; or (3) it may be recognised by means of the fact of its being 
connected with excellent Deities, Materials, and Methods. 

As for the word that expresses the Result, as it has a distinct purpose 
to serve, in the shape of the pointing out. of the Result, it cannot be 
dragged to any other use (such as the indicating of the excellence of 
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Actions); and also because the desire to learn its excellence arises only. 
after one has become acquainted with its Injunction, in which, too, the 
word mentioning the Result is always put first; and as such, this word 
cannot be accepted as supplying an answer to the above question; it can 
only be held to indicate such excellence, &c., indirectly ; but such indirect 
indication cannot be rightly had recourse to while there is a possibi- 
lity of a direct expression of the same fact; and, lastly, a double function 
at one and the same time would involve a self-contradiction. For these 
reasons the words mentioning the Result cannot be taken to point out 
the said excellence. 

And we shall explain under the Parnamayi-Adhikarana, how,—when 
a certain text (f.i. the text, ‘He whose Juhi is made of leaves does not hear 
evil of himself’), has a totally different purpose (the praising of the parti- 
cular Juht) to perform,—even if it be found to indicate a certain means to 
an end (in this case, the Juhé of leaves as leading to a particular Result)— 
no authoritative significance can be attached to such indication. For these 
reasons, the word mentioning the result cannot be rightly accepted as point- 
ing out the excellence of the Action ; because if that word were so accepted, 
then no significance would be attached tothe Result mentioned; exactly 
as in the case of the text cited, where the expression, ‘ He hears not evil of 
himself,’ is explained not as pointing to a result, but only as praising a 
certain object. 

For this reason, in the case in question, as the words mentioning 
the Result have this distinct purpose to serve, even though they in- 
dicate the excellence of the Action, yet no significance can be attached 
to this idea of the excellence thus obtained. And, as a general rule, we 
know that whatever happens to be indicated or implied by a text, does 
not come to be recognised as the purpose or chief end of that text. As for 
instance, when it is said ‘the former man runs,’ though this implies the exis- 
tence of the ‘ latter man,’ yet this latter is not accepted as connected with the 
action that is spoken of with regard to the former. In the same manner, 
‘though the excellence of the Action and the consequent attraction of the 
agent to it are indicated by the word mentioning the Result; yet, as. this 
has other functions of its own, it cannot be accepted as having anything to 
do with the pointing out of the excellence. Because such indication could.be 
accepted only on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency ; but we know that 
jt is only when all other means of knowledge have failed that Apparent 
Inconsistency can be had recourse to; and this failure of the other means of 
knowledge, too, can rightly justify a man to seek the aid of Apparent. Incon- 
sistency, with any degree of correctness, ouly ofter he should have tried his 
very best to seek for aid from those other means. Hence, if we failed to 
obtain an-idea of the excellence, either by direct teaching or by supplementary 
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-declarations, then slone could we assume'a double potency or signification 
for the Injunction itself; just as when we have no Sruva at hand, we pour 
the libations into the fire by means of the spoon. But in case this idea of 
excellence were obtainable by any other means, however remote, then it 
would be absolutely necessary to follow up this means; for until this means 
is duly found to afford the requisite notion of excellence, the needs of the 
Injunction remain unsatisfied. 

Similarly in the case of such passages as—~“ Vayurvat kehdpishtha- 
dévaid ( “ Vayu is the swiftest deity ” ) and the like,—we believe them to 
have been laid down with reference to the accomplishment of certain 
purposes of men, on the ground of their forming a part of the Veda, a fall 
study whereof has been enjoined for men. But inasmuch as a mere 
Arthavada by itself is not capable of being directly related to the Injunc- 
tion (as not having the forces of the Injunctive affix, &.), so long as it is 
not recognised as leading to the accomplishment of the purposes of man, it 
can only be taken in the literal meaning afforded by the words (composing 
the passage), which consists merely in a description of a certain state of 
things as they exist; and as thus far it is not found to serve any useful 
purpose, it remains deficient on an important point. 

That, however, which is implied by such description—namely, the 
excellence of the sacrifice offered to Vayu indicated by the fact that, the 
effect being similar to the cause, the sacrifice offered to a swift Deity al- 
ways accomplishes its result quickly,—is clearly needed by the Injanction 
found in close proximity to it; and as such the passage in question comes 
to be recognised as helping in the accomplishment of the man’s purpose ; 
and hence it is accepted as forming an integral part of the Veda, whose 
study has been laid down as necessary. 

And this mutual dependence of the Arthardda and the comprehension 
of excelience is based upon their mutual requirements ; exactly as in the-case 
of two charioteers, if the horse of one-dies, while the other's chariot itself is 
burnt, the horse of this latter is yoked to the former chariot and the 
needs of both become supplied. 

Thus, then, when such close relationship between the two is possible, 
though the Injunctive and the Arthavada passages actually stand in need 
of the Declaration of Excellence and Injunction respectively, yet inasmuch 
as this Declaration of Excellence and Injunction are expressed by the 
Arthavada and the Injunctive passages respectively, we cannot reasonably 
assert that Excellence is expressed by the Injunctive, and the Injunction 
by the Arthavdda passage. And as the words of the Arthaviida ‘passage 
cannot do anything else except the declaring of Excellence, we conclude, 
‘from the very fact of both the Arthavida and the Injunctive passages 
appearing in the Veda, that they express two’ distinct: things (viz, Ex: 
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cellonce and Injunction, respectively) (¢.e., the fact of both appearing in 
the text of the Veda leads us to some such conclusion as that ‘it is only 
the performance of such an Action as is enjoined by the Injunotive 
passages, and rendered attractive or pointed out as excellent by the 
Arthavdda passages, that can accomplish the desired results to the fullest 
extent’). ) 

In the same manner, we can explain the deprecatory (Arthavida) 
passages also, as serving the purpose of creating an aversion (in the mind 
of the agent), which is a factor necessary for all Prohibitions; because, 
unless the knowing person comes to have an aversion to a certain course. of 
action, he does not desist from it; and this aversion is brought about 
by the cognition of the non-excellent, or evil character of the action; and 
inasmuch as this idea of the evil character cannot be duly brought-about 
by the negative expressions in the Prohibitive passages themselves, which 
serve to lay down the mere negation, along with its result and procedure,— 
and not either the excellence or non-excellence of the action,—a clue of 
knowledge of its non-excellence cannot be obtained by any other means save 
by the deprecatory Arthavddu passages, which, too, have no other purpose 
to serve. 

Thus it is that the Arthavdda comes to be taken along with (i.e., as 
forming a part of) the Injunction; specially as it is always found that it is 
only the continuations of the Injunctive and Prohibitive passages, res- 
pectively, that become the means of ascertaining the praise or the depre- 
cation of the action concerned. 

Nor is the character of Praise or of Deprecation altogether exclusive ; 
because we often find a praise expressed in the form of a deprecation, and 
vice versed ; as will also be declared later on that—“a depreeatory passage 
is added not with a view to deprecate that which is evil, but to indirectly 
praise that which is good and has been laid down as to be performed.” As, 
for example, in connection with the Tratyambaka Cake we read (in the 10th 
Adhyaya): “If one performs the Abhigharvana, he throws his cattle into 
Rudra’s mouth, while if one does not perform it, he does not throw them 
into His mouth ”; and in this case, though it is the non-performance of 
the Abhighdrana that is praised, yet it has not been accepted as the right 
course of action ; whereas, though its performance is deprecated, yet it has 
to be accepted as the proper course laid down as to be performed, on the 
ground of its being subsequently directly enjoined. 

In a case where it is not quite clear whether Praise or Deprecation 
is really meant, a definite conclusion can be arrived at on this point by 
referring to the context; as, for instance, we shall find later on the sentence 
—“ We know not whether the Asuras are praised or censured,’—~which is 
said on the occasion of the declaration (referred to in the 9th Adhyaya)— 
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Ff one:sings: the Rk, the. Asuras eome along, &e.” - It is doubtful whether 
this: ie to be taken as praising the action, in that it subjugated even, the 
Asuras to the will of the sacrificer; or it is a deprecation.of the action, in 
that iċ attracts such undesirable companions ás- the Asuras; arid: on: this 
point, inasmuch. as towards the end it is the singing of the Sdma that ia 
enjoined, we conclude the passage to be a ee of the singing of the 
Bk verses. 
: in the.case:of all Arthavdda passages there are sortal Jodi that 
express either praise or deprecation ; and it: is as taken along with thése 
words that other. passages (suchas ‘He wept’ and the. like, which do 
not express either the'one ov the other) come, indirectly, to indicate such 
praise or deprecation, Even in a case where we have no such words, we 
can admit of Indication, or, even of Indicative-Indication, on the ground of 
the (otherwise). Apparent Inconsistency. (That is to say, in the case of the 
‘sentence ‘the water is calm,’ we have no word expressive of either Praise 
or Deprecation; yet we find, close to it, the sentenco ‘ He draws the fire 
either by'means of the Vétasa branch, or by the. Vakā’; and on. tho ground 
af .its proximity to this latter Injunction, we take the former passage to 
indirectly indicate the praise of the Vétasa and the Vakā, which are laid 
down in the latter passage. ‘Here we have pure Indication, while if we 
take the passage to be a praise of the drawing of fire, thon it will be a case 
of Indicative-Indication). Specially as Injunctions and Prohibitions are 
always accompanied by Praise and Deprecation, respectively: whenever 
we find the one, we can alveys infer the other, and thereby nner the 
full sentence. 

' The above explanations apply also to the passages occurring in the 
Mahabharata, and Puranas, &c., as with regard to these, we have the express 
injunction—“ One should recite these before persons of the four castes,” — 
which shows that they are the means of accomplishing certain desirable 
ends; and when we proceed to seek for this desirable end, we do not aceept 
the mere recitation of the words as bringing about any result; and find that 
the true result lies in a fall comprehension of the causes of Dharma, Artha, 
Kama and Moksha, as also of their contraries, Adharma, Anartha, Duhkha 
and Sanstra,—for the purpose of pe Og those of the former set, and 
avoiding those of the latter. 

And in certain portions of these works,—as in the chapters on ‘ Dana’ 
s Rajadharma’ and ‘ Mokshadharma’ of the Canti-Parva of the Mahabharata 
iwe meet even with direct Injunctions; while in others there are Artha- 
vidas—in the two forms of ‘ Parakria’ (those that describe certain actions 
as having been done by other good men) and ‘ Purdkalpa’ (those describing 
vertain actions as having been done by good men in bygone ages). . 

‘As for the other portions; those containing descriptions of events and 
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stories,—if we accept these in their literal sense, then, with reference -to 
these at least, the Injunction of reciting them would become useless (as 
no purpose could be served by these mere descriptions) ;.hence we take 
these to indirectly imply the praise or deprecation (of certain courses of 
action). And as these descriptions have been inserted with the sole purpose 
of such praise or deprecation, they need not be necessarily taken as abeoracety 
correct with regard to facts. 

Guided as they were by their study of the Veda, Valmiki, Vyasa, and 
others composed their works on the same lines as the Veda (and hence it 
is that we find in the works of these men, as in the Veda, many apparently 
useless stories, &c.); and as those for whom these works were intended 
were persons of varying degrees of. intelligence and diverse tastes, it was 
only proper for them to insert every kind of matter in their works (so 
that they might be of use to all men). Hence it is that in certain 
parts we find pure Injunctions, while in others the Injunctions are mixed 
up with Arthavadas; and among these latter, too, some have only brief 
Arthavidas, while others have extensive ones; the sole motive for this 
diverse procedure lying in the making of the work attractive to all men. 

Some of these Injunctions (in the Mahabharata, §c.), are based directly 
upou the Veda; while others are based upon considerations of ordinary 
pleasure and pain, as experienced in the world. Similarly, among the 
Arthavadas, too, some are those that appear in the Veda, some are based 
upon ordinary experience, while there are some that are purely ima- 
ginary, like ordinary poetry. But all of these have an authoritative- 
ness based upon the fact of their praising (the enjoined Actions). 

As for those portions of the Puranas, however, which are not capable 
of being taken along with any Injunction, some of them are such as give 
pleasure in the mere listening to them,—such are the descriptions of the 
Gandhanddana, &c.; and some, as for instance, the descriptions of wars, 
&c., serve to encourage the brave as well as the coward, and thereby 
serve a distinctly useful purpose for the Kings of men. In those cases, how- 
ever, where none of these is possible,—such, for instance, as the hymna to 
deities, which we do not find capable of bringing about any perceptible 
resulis,—we assume an unseen result. 


(Here ends the explanation of the main Siddhantia.) 


Says the Bhashya: Thongh such passages as ‘Vayurvar kshépishtha 
dévati’ and the like, are not related directly to any actions, yet inasmuch as 
they can be taken along with an Injunction, they are accepted us authori- 
tative. 

Some people explain this passage in the followiug manner: “ From 
“the assertion of the Bhashya—Why should there be a praise? Because . 
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“ without praise, how could people be attracted to, and perform, such ac- 
“ tions’? ?—it seems that the Arthavdda serves to bring about the perfor- 
“mance of an action by means of praises, or the avoiding of other 
“actions by means of deprecations ; and as it is these very facts—per-’ 
“formance and avoidance—that are expressed by the Injunctions, we 
“conclude that both (Arthavdda and Injunction) serve the same purpose. 
“ And inasmuch as those that have the same purpose to fulfil cannot be taken 
“ together,—hence in the case of such Injunctive affixes as are without any 
“ Arthavadas, or such Arthavadas as are without Injunctive affixes,—we can 
“take them with reference to their own particular subjects exclusively ; 
“and thereby accept them as Persuading or Dissuading from particular 
“ courses of actions. In those cases, however, where we have a mixture 
“ of both, as only one of them would suffice for the fulfilment of their common 
‘* purpose, it becomes-necessary to reject one ; and under the circumstances, 
‘tit is always necessary to show preference to that which is more exten- 
“sive; and hence, in accordance with the maxim—that ‘one should 
‘* renounce a single person for the sake of the whole family’—we come 
“to reject the Injunctive affix (in favour of the much more extensive 
“ Arthavdda) ; and not being of any use with regard to its main purpose, 
“the only purpose that the Injunctive affix can serve is to amplify that 
s Injunction (of actions) which is indicated by the Persuasion contuined 
“in the Arthavada that has the sole purpose of aiding it (by such per- 
‘“‘suasion). 

“And as an tatano of such amplification by the Injunctive affix, 
‘Swe have the passage—‘ satrddudavusdya prshthaçamanīyēna yajēran?— 
“where the Injunctive affix in ‘yajéran’ has been explained as’ only 
“amplifying the performance pointed out by the past persone affix in 
“¢ Udavasdya.’ 

“Thus, then, in the passage in question—‘Vayavyam Cuétamalabheta 
“ bhütikämah, Vayurvai kshépishtha dévatt’—when the Injunctive affix has 
“ been set aside, all that is meant by it is the seizing and killing of the Qvata 
& consecrated to Vaya ; and it is this seizing that is spoken of (in the Bha- 
“ shya) as ‘ Vidhyuddeçã’ (the subject of the Injunction). And as an action 
‘“ can be praised only after its connection with a desirable result has been 
‘‘established, it is the sentence ending with the clause ‘ bhitikdmah’ that is 
“ taken as referred to by the word ‘Vidhyuddega.’ i 

“ We interpret the Bhashya in the above manner, as meaning the set- 
“t ting aside of the Injunctive affix, because if the Bhāshya had meant that the 
‘¢ persuasion is accomplished by means of the Injunctive affix, then it should 
‘not have put in the word ‘ Uddéga’ (but should have simply said ‘Vidhéya’). 

“Tn reality, however, it is not possible for the ‘Arthavada to be takén 
# along with thé Injunctive affix,.as pointed out in the Stra ;'and it is this 
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“impossibility that is spoken of in the Bhdshya—‘' The acutenes mios ig | 
“ construed.as that onb desirous of prosperity should seize.’ 

“The assertion of the Bhdshya—because prosperity follows from dbi 
“ points out the relationship of the praise and the praised, that has been accept- 
“ed (in reference to'the passage in question ) in preference to that of the 
“Injunctive and the Hnjoined, which has been rejected. Thus alone can the 
“fact of the bringing about of prosperity be construed with the passage 
“(that is to say, when the fact of the seizing bringing about prosperity has 
‘been laid down, the question naturally arises—how is it that it brings 
“about prosperity P—and in answer to this we have the following he 

“which serves to point out the reason for the said potency). i 

“The Bhäshya says—these two facts are entirely different; and the facts 
‘referred to are the two relationships (of the Praise and the Praised, and 
“that of the Injunctive and the Hnjotned), (and the sense of the Bhashya 
“ig that if wo admitted both these relationships in the passage in questiony 
“as they are entirely different from one another, we would have a syntactical 
“split: consequently we must reject the relation of the Injunctive and the 
“ Enjoined, and admit only that of the Praise and the Praised). . 

“Says the Bhishya—If we-are asked, for what purpose we have the 
“ Praise —......; and the sense of the question is that when yon have set 
` “aside the Injunctive affix (the action cannot be enjoined, and) what 
“ would be the use of praising that which is not enjoined P Or, the ques 
“ tioner may have in his mind the argument that, inasmuch as the persuasion 
“ that you hold to be the purpose of the Praise can be accomplished by 
“means of the Injunctive affix itself, there is no need for the Praise. 

“ And the Teacher (1.e., the author of the Bhashya),—bearing in ming 
' “ the fact, that even when the Injunctive affix has been set aside, our pur- 
“ poses are served by the Arthavdda alone, and that when both are possible 
“ preference is to og given to the Arthavāda,—says: How else, could it be 
“ attractive ? 

“The questioner, however, puts forward his position more clearly < : 
“ t When the purpose of pointing out the performability of the Action has 
“ been already served by the Injunctive affix, there could be no need for the 
“© Praise.’ 

“The Bhashya replies: Not so; because in all cases where there i is & 
“long (involved) sentence, the smaller sentences composing it have no 
“authority or significance of their own (that is to say, the meaning of the 
“latter cannot have any preference over, or stop the functioning of, the 
“longor sentence), exactly as when a higher number (twenty, f.i.) is 
‘spoken of, no importance is attached ‘to the lower numbers (eight, ten 
“* twelve, ge.) It is only when the smaller sentences are uttered by them- 
“selves that. they have any authority or significance ; because, in them 
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--“gage, they do not stand. in: need of anything else ; as, for instance, the 
‘small sentonce—' The cloth exists.’ But the mere fact of this small 
‘sentence serving all necessary purposes when it is used by itself. cannot 
“ justify the conclusion that ‘in all cases (even where this sentence is used 
“as the part of a longer sentence) all that is wanted- will be accomplished by 
“ this small sentence alone.’ For a sentence is accepted to be complete only 
- when it is not accompanied by such expressions as are significant (of a sense 
‘more extensive than that afforded by itself); and when there happens 
“ to be such an expression, people who think over it intelligently find that 
“ there is something wanting in it over and above the said expression. But 
“when this something is not perceived, the feeling of want (or defi- 
“ ciency) ceases (and we conclude that there is nothing more really want- 
“ ing). Hence jt is only where this something. more is actually perceived 
“that we construe the additional expression along with the former sentence; 
“while when it is not perceived, even though the expression may be 
“there all the same, we do not take it along with the original sentence; 
“and it is only in such cases that the smaller sentence. can have any 

“ significance apart from the longer one,—and not in the former case, 
« where it can have no significance of its own. 

“Tt is with, all this in view that the Bhāshya says; When there are no 
“valedictory expressions, the necessary persuasion is accomplished by the Ine 
“ junctive afix itself ; but when there is a valedictory sentence it is a means 
of that that the persuasion is fulfilled. 

“‘ Objection: ‘What you say is quite right, as regards such cases in 

“ which the purposes of the longer sentence and the shorter are different ; 
“ as for instance, in the case of The cloth (exists) and is red: In the case 
“in question however, the purpose of the two sentences (the Injunction 
“ and the Praise) being the same, is it right that the longer. sentence should 
“be ised to set aside the shorter one? This is what is meant by the 
“ Bhashya passage—That longer sentence which subverts the injunctive potency 
of the shorter sentence may well be got rid of, the persuasion being accom- 
“ plished by the Injunctive expression itself. 
‘ “Mo this the Bhāshya replies: It is true that the persuasion will be 
“accomplished by the Injunctive expression, even without the valedictory sen- 
“tence; but as a matter of fact this latter does exist, etc.. The sense of this 
sis that the above objection should have been addressed to the author of 
the Veda (if there were such a one)-—namely, that, when it was possible 
“ for him to express the persaasion by the shorter Injunctive sentence, why 
“should he haye had recourse to the longer Valedictory one. But as there 
“ig no such author, any such objection would be entirely ont of 
‘place. 


“In any case, the objection cannot have idel force; for the using of a 
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‘longer sentence for éxpressing that which could have been equall y Well ‘ex- 
& pressed by a, shorter one, would, at the worst, be only like going toa Village 
“by a circuitous route (literally by the way round the pastures around the 
“ village); and it could not be said to fail in its object, which would be 

“attained all the same, though with greater effort and fatigue. It is often 
“that we meet with such roundabout methods of expression; as, for in- 

“stance, though the single letter kha would be enough to signify Space, 

‘we often make use of longer words, such as ‘Akaea’ and the like; and 
“certainly, we are not taken to task for doing so. In the same manner, in 
“the case in question, though the persuasion could be accomplished by 
“means of the Injunctive affix alone, yet the Veda has made use of the 
“s Valedictory sentence for the purpose. l 

“There is yet another explanation that may be given: exactly as even 
“though there are many means of performing a sacrifice, yet it is only 
“ when it is done in the way pointed out by the Mantra, that it brings about 
“the best results,—so, in the same manner, though the Injunctive persus- 
‘giori could be got at by other means (such as the Injunctive affix, &c.),; 
‘vet it is only when it is expressed through the agency of the Valedictory 
“ passage, that the Action in question can lead to the best results.. - 

“ Another objection is raised in the Bhashya ; ‘ Even though the vale- 
* dictory expressions exist, yet as the preceding sentence ts in the form of an In- 
“ junction, this Injunctive form cunnot be disregarded.’ 

“The sense of this objection is this: ‘ What you say is all right, as re- 
‘“ gards cages where the roundabout method is adopted before the shorter one 
‘is known; but in the case in question, such is not the case; as the shorter 
“and simpler method, that of the Injunctive affix, which is also the more 
“ efficient, is already used before the other is introduced ; hence exactly ás 
‘in the instance you bave cited, when one has used the word ‘ Kha,’ he does 
“not, at that very time, make use of the longer word ‘ Akdca,’ so also in 
‘‘ the present case, when the necessary persuasion has been accomplished by 
*t means of the Injunctive affix, there is no need of having recourse to the 
“ valedictory expressions. It may be urged that in that case, these vale- 
“ dictory expressions would become absolutely useless. But what of that P 
** Let them be useless, ’ 

“The reply tò this is that we have already proved above the useful- 
“ness of these valedictory expressions; as a matter of fact, they can never 
“be absolutely useless; as we have already shown that when the purpose 
“of persuasion is capable of being served by both (the Injunctive affix and 
“ the valedictory words), inasmuch as the latter is perceptibly capable of 
“being construed with the former, we accept its utility (on that score) in 
“ preference to that of the former. 

“The Bhdshya puts forward another objection : ‘ The persuasive Dij unc- 
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“ tion may be comprehended by means of the Injunctive sentence independently 
“of the valedictory words.’ 

“ An opponent objects to this objection being raised over again, it 
“ being already included in the former objection. But there is a difference 
. “between the two: the former was brought forward with a view to the 
“ total rejection of the valedictory words ; whereas the sense of this second 
“ objection is this: ‘Though the compound sentence, as a whole, may be 
“taken as signifying Praise, yet it cannot be denied that the first part of 
“it signifies a distinct Injunction ; and if the expressive potency of the In- 
‘‘junetive be once set aside, there being no means of reviving it, it would 
“ come to be absolutely incapable of any significance.’ ! 

“And to this objection we make the following reply: Jtis true that 
“ the first sentence has an injunctive potency: but this potency can very 
“ well be discarded ; specially as the fact of its being discarded in one place 
‘‘cannot deprive it of its expressiveness in all cases; and conversely, the 
“fact of its having manifested itself in one place does not necessitate its 
“ manifestation in every other place. As a matter of fact, in the case in 
“ question, when the valedictory expressions signify something entirely 
“ different, then the potency of the previous Injunctive is fully operative ; 
“whereas when the former expression manifests a potency of its own, 
“ which sets aside that of the latter, this latter entirely disappears, lest 
“there be a syntactical split. It is this probable syntactical split, already 
“ noticed before, that is again pointed out by means of the ‘present ques- 
“ tion and answer (in the Bhdshya). Hence we conclude that, inasmuch 
“ the purpose served by both (the Injunctive and the Valedictory expres- 
‘‘ sions) is exactly the same, the necessary persuasion should be taken as 
* fulfilled by means of the Praise expressed by the latter. 

“ Says the Bhashya: Stutigabdah stuvantah kriyam prarocayamana 
“ anushthatrnamupakarishyant: kriyayah (i.e., the valedictory expressions in 
“ praising the Act, tend to make it attractive, and thereby help the actions 
“of the agents). 

“In regard to this, a grammatical difficulty is raised: The word 
“ anushthātr should have had the Dative affix (in accordance with Panini’s 
“ Satra I—iv—33), as it denotes the persons for whom the actions are made 
“ attractive. It cannot be rightly urged that the said Séra mentions the 
* particular root ruci, while in the.séatence in question we have an entirely 
‘different root roci. Because, whether the root be ruci or roci, the sense of 
* attractiveness remains the same, and that is the only condition laid down 
“ in the Sutra (for the application of the Dative). Nor can it be argued 
“ that the Genitive affix is due to the fact of the relationship expressed — 
“being general, and not any special relation (such as that of the Dative). 
“ Because this cannot be rightly asserted, when we actually have a 
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‘particular relation (that of being attractive) distinctly mentioned. ‘Con- 
“sequently we must construe prarocayumand with kriyfyah ; and as for the 
‘“persons to whom these Actions are made attractive, the context naturally 
“ points to the performers. Or, Anushtatrndm may be taken with upukarishy- 
“anti (the meaning being that they help the porformers),‘the word ‘kriyayah, 
“in this case, being taken as the Ablative—the meaning being that the’ 
“ valedictory expressions serve to make the action attractive; much more 
s strongly than is done by the Injunctive expression (the word kriya being’ 
“taken in the sense of Injunction). Or lastly, the word kriyāyāh in the 
“Genitive may be taken to mean for the sake of the Action. 

“ In the sentence kancidurtham stuvanti, &c. (in the Bhashya) the word 
“ ‘stuvanti,’ is-to:be taken as a present participle (Plural, Neuter) ; and the 
“ meaning is that while eulogising a certain object,—viz.: the object meant to 
“be laid down, or something related to it—they lay down the Action or 
“something else related to it; and this laying down is by means of the 
“ Praise; hence the authoritative character of the Arthavdda passages can 
nA nue established, only by discarding the Injunctive affixes.” ` 


~The above interprotation of the Bhashya is not accepted (by the 
orthodox Mimāñsaka; and that for the following reasons): When thë 
Injunctive affix is discarded, there is nothing to express the Injunction of 
the action; and as such there would: be nothing that would be in‘need 
of tle Praise. For there is, in this case, no desire, on our part, to learn 
the method of the Verbal Bhavana. 

Though it is possible to assume a desire to java the why and whereforé 
of the Bhavana, yet this, too, could only be with reference to the method of 
the Injunction ; because the Praise is only meant to help the Injunction ;— 
the only difference of this why of the Verbal Bhavana from the method of 
the Injunction lying in the fact of its being expressed in different words. 
Then, again, eyen this want is possible for the person only after he has been 
enjoined or prompted to do.an Act, and’ not when the Action ia merely 
mentioned (by name). For certainly, when the mere action, the seizing of the 
Çvëta consecrated to Vayu, is mentioned, so long as it is not asserted 
whether this seizing should be done or not, there is no desire to know 
whether the Action is praiseworthy or otherwise. And when the idea of 
such praiseworthiness is not desired, the Arthavdda passages themselves 
literally only describing certain facts, would not imply any such’ ex- 
cellence, &6. 

And as for the denotation of the verbal root itself, there i is no chance of 
any person having any relations with it, or having any ‘desires with regard 
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to it ; because all these desires, &., belong to the Bhāvanā. And as this 
Bhavana will have been set aside by the discarding of the Injunctive affix, 
what would be there that could be in want of anything ? 

Hence when all the three factors will have been set aside (along with 
the Injunctive word), we could have no ideas, either of Prosperity as the 
result, or the Sacrifice as the means, or anything else as the method. 
Under these circumstances, even if the excellence of the Action should 
happen to be expressed by the Arthavdda,—unless this declaration of 
excellence be capable of being taken as an answer to the query as to 
why the Action should be performed,—the mere recognition of the fact 
of a certain Action being good,—unless this fact is recognised as a reason 
for its performability,—could not give us any idea of the performability 
of the Action. Even if, somehow or other, a notion of performnbility 
(Kartavyaté) were got at, the meaning got at would be ‘pragastah kar- 
tavyah’ (i.e., the Action should be made praiseworthy) ; exactly as we have 
the expression ‘ Patah kartavyah’ (the Cloth should be made). 

And so long as a direct Injunction of the Action is not assumed, all 
such notions would be absolutely useless. And certainly to reject n direct 
Injunctive expression, and then to assume such Injunction indirectly, 
through the Arthavdda, would be a very objectionable method to follow. 
Then, too, inasmuch as the necessary Injunction is already directly ex- 
pressed by the Injunctive expression, there can be no reasonable ground 
for making any indirect assumptions of it. The Injunction could be 
indirectly got at by means of the Arthavdda, only if it had not been ex- 
pressed by other more direct means; and as, in the present instance, it is 
clearly pointed ont by the direct Injunctive expression, there is no such 
inconsistency (to avoid which we should assume an Injunction by indirect 
means). 

So, too, if the Arthavada, by itself, did not serve a distinctly useful 
purpose in the persuasion,—as in the case of mere descriptions of events,— 
then it could be discarded. But we have already shown above that 
it does serve a useful purpose in the persuasion, and as such it is not 
discarded; and hence if the necessary persuasion could be accomplished 
by other means, then there would have been no need of the Arthavdda. 
But, as a matter of fact, the persuasion, finding no other means of its 
accomplishment, seeks the help of the Arthavdda itself. 

And in all matters relating to the Veda, the assumption of words 
is based upon the sole ground of the apparent inconsistency of certain 
well-recognised facts; and from this assumption of words follows the neces- 
sary accomplishment of the objects. Hence the persuasion could only lead 
to the assumption of the Injunctive word, and not to that of actual Injune- 
tion, But on the occasion of such assumption of the Injunctive word, the 
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direct appearance of such a word, in the shape of ‘ Glabhata (should seize) 
would bar the way to the inference of any other expressions; exactly as in 
the case of the passages dealing with the ‘Aindra’ and the ‘ Vayvya,’ as 
soon as the injunctive sentence—‘ Soména yajéta’ (should sacrifice with the 
Soma)—presents itself, no other sacrifice is assumed. 

Then, again, it is only when two sentences express the same meaning 
that there can be either a rejection of the one by the other; or they 
may be taken as optional alternatives. Butin the case of the Injunctive 
word and the Arthavdda, we find an absolute difference between their 
meanings, the former dealing with that which is to be helped (by the 
praise), and the latter with that which helps (i.e., the Praise) ; and as such 
we cannot but take them jointly, construing them together into a single 
complex sentence. 

If there were a setting aside of the Injunctive affix, then there would 
be no trace left of the fact of the action being for one’s own sake or for 
that of others,—a fact that is pointed out by the number, &c., of the 
nominative agent (which in the present case is expressible only by means 
of the Injunctive affix). 

It may be argued that what we set aside is only the factor of injunction, 
and not the ideas of the number, &c. (denoted by the Affix). But this is 
not possible; because if the affix be retained for the purpose of denoting 
the number, &c., it could never fail to denote the Injunction also. And what 
has beeu once denoted and duly cognised can be rejected only in two ways: 
(1) either on account of its being not in contact with the Injunction,—as 
in the case of the ‘oneness’ of the vessel (Vide. III-1-12 et seg,)—, or (2) 
on account of its being a mere explanatory description—as in the case of 
the Homa done for the snke of one who wants the sense-organs. The 
Injunction, however, cannot itself be said to be not-Injunction (hence the 
first condition is not applicable to the present case); nor can it be taken 
to be a mere explanatory description ; because till the Injunctive expression 
is uttered, that which it enjoins has not been enjoined or pointed out by 
any other means. As the fact that is pointed out by the passage in 
question, is not in the form that—‘the seizing of the Cwétu dedicated tu 
Vayu, which should be done, is good or praiseworthy,’—but in that— it 
should be done, because it is good or praiseworthy.’ 

In the example of the Udavasdniya that has been cited above, the 
participial affix ‘ktvā, while indicating the mere Action, independently 
of any notions of Lujunction or Prohibition, has clearly pointed out 
(literally, attained the position of) the Injunction; and as such it cannot 
serve as a proper example. For if it did not point to the Injunction, then 
the denotation of the verb itself would fall into the place of the object to 
be accomplished ; and as such it would become absolutely useless. 
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Thus we find that the Arthavada can be said to be taken along with 
the Injunction, without in any way subverting the Sutra. 

Hence has the Bhdshya declared: The real indicator of the Injunction 
extends up to the expression ‘desiring prosperity’ (in the sentence * vayavyam 
gvétamalabhéta bhütikāmah’), which shows that the Injunction itself is 
included in it; for if the Bhaishya did not mean the Injunction to be so 
included, it would have declared the meaning of the verbal root only to be 
the indicator of the Injunction; but the mere fact of the meaning of the 
verbal root embodying an action is not enough to justify us in holding it to 
be the indicator of Injunction. Consequently, we conclude that it is the 
Injunctive Affix alone, which, as signifying the Injunction, is held to be 
the indicator of Injnnction. As it is not possible for the Arthavdda to be 
taken along with that which is pointed out by the Injunction (which is a 
particular Action), the Bhāshya has added the word “ Uddéea”’ to the Sutra 
(the expression ‘ Vidhyuddéga’ meaning the indicator of Injunction, which, 
being in the form of the Injunctive affix, can be taken along with the Artha- 
vada). The addition of the clause extending up to the word ‘desiring 
prosperity’ is made with the purpose of affording an occasion for the Praise, 
after the Action has been comprehended as bringing about a particular 
desirable result. 

Objection: “ Under the circumstances, in a case where tho verb is in 
the present tense (f.i. ‘ Dadhna@ juhoti’), there being no desire to seek 
after any other thing, the Arthavdda passage could not be taken along 
with it.” 

Reply: Though it is so, yet no other means of cognition being 
applicable, the Arthavdda comes to be connected with the Injunction, 
which is assumed [to be pointed out, either (1) by the instructions of method 
(contained in the Brāhmaņa passage in connection with the sentence 
“ Dadhnā juhoti,” or (2) by the fifth verbal mood (Lët), or (3) by the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the Present Tense, which remains inexplicable 
without the assumption of the said Injunction]. 

Even in a case where we assume an Injunction, on the sole strength of 
the Arthavdda passage, our only refuge lies in the Apparent Inconsistency 
(or Inexplicability of the Praise contained in the Arthardda). And so 
long as we have these resources at our command, itis not right to have 
recourse to the uselessly elaborate processes (detailed above, by the 
Opponent). 

It has been urged above that if this interpretation be accepted, there 
would be a syntactical split on account of the sentence being made to ex- 
press two distinct relationships. But we have sailed clear of this objection 
by putting the sense of the passage in this form: One should seize the 
Créta, on account of such seizing being good or praiseworthy. This does not 
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give rise to any syntactical split, because that which is enjoined stands in 
need of Praise (for the sake of persuasion) ; and as such, there being no 
necessity for having recourse to any breaking up of the sentences, the two 
factors (viz.: the Injunction and the Praise) can very well be taken to- 
gether. Then, again, if the delineation of such distinct relationships were to 
be marked down as causing a syntactical split, then the pointing out of 
such factors as the Means, the Result, and the Method (as is done by all 
Injunctive passages) would also have to be rejected as giving rise to such 
a split. 

It is in connection with these facts that we should take the Bhd- 
shya passage: This relationship is not what is meant to be expressed. That 
is to say, the former half of the passage by itself is not meant to be 
taken as expressing the Injunction with all its accessories ; because in that 
case, the Injunction having been duly accomplished by the former half, it 
is only indirectly, through this Injunction, that the Persuasion, meant by 
the latter half, could be accomplished ; and this process being much too 
complicated, a syntactical split would be inevitable. 

The question (in the Bhashya)—‘' What is the use of the Praise ? ”—is 
put with a view to the fact of the necessary persuasion having been accom- 
plished by means of the former (Injunctive passage. 

And the reply that is given—How else could there be a persuasion ?— 
is based upon the fact of the Injunction being helped (in its potency) 
by the Persuasion expressed in the snbsequent Arthavdda. 

The sentence in the Bhdshya beginning with nanu prāgapi explains 
what has gone hefore. 

The passage na hi, &c., means that it is only when there is no direct 
Praise that the Injunctive passage can be assumed to have the double 
signification (of the Injunction as well as the Praise) ; and this assumption 
is not allowable when the Praise can be expressed by another sentence. In 
that case, if the Arthavdda be neglected, the Injunction of the action to 
be performed by one desirous of prosperity would remain incomplete. 

The clause yath@ patah has already been explained above. 

The passage--Vidhigabdéna tad prarocand—serves to point out the 
manifold purposes served by the Injunction and the Praise. 

The meaning of the objection—“‘nanvévamapt, §c."'—is that, ‘when the 
Injunction itself 1s capable of persuading, why should it require an 
Arthavada passage to do this ? ” 

The reply to this is given by the sentence-—satyam, &. That is 
to say, it is only when there is no valedictory sentence,—and not when 
there is such a direct sentence,—that the purpose of the Praise can be 
held to be served by the Injunctive sentence itself. This purpose is 
none other than Praising; and it cannot be said to be served exclusively 
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by the Arthavdda alone; because the object praised being pointed out by 
the Injunctive sentence, and no praise being possible without the object 
that is praised, the Injunctive sentence must also be accepted as serving 
the prrpose of Praising. But it isonly when there is no Arthavdda 
prss.ge that we have recourse to the highly complicated process of attribut- 
irg the signification of both (Injunction and Praise) to the Injunctive 
sentence exclusively. 

The sentence—‘ nanu satsvapi, &c.,’ is to be explained as before. 

They. we have the sentence-—ato’smddvidhéh, &c.; and the meaning 
of this is that we comprehend the Praise not from the Injunctive sentence 
itself, kut from such sources as the Genitive case-ending, the supplemen- 
tary suntences (in the shape of the Arthavdda), and the like. 

Then there is another objection—“ nanu nirapékshddapi,” &c. ; and the 
sense of this objection is this: “ When in certain cases, even in the absence 
of any mention of the method of the particular Action enjoined, the Injunc- 
tion is accepted to have the capability of urging men to that action, where- 
fore should it stand in need of anything else (that may be sought to be 
expressed by the Arthavdda)? And hence, as a matter of fact, even when 
such Arthavadda passages actually exist, it is best to disregard or reject 
them.” 

The Author of the Bhadshya replies to this objection in a jocular style: 
This may be the case where we have the Injunctive expression appearing 
alone, by itself, independently of all else ; because in that case, there would 
be no contradiction. But this is not possible in the case in question; be- 
cause in this case, the Injunction is expressed by certain words that stand 
in need of other factors (as Praise and the like). Any single sentence can 
be accepted as laying down or expressing only one relationship of a certain 
thing; hence if we make the Injunction indicate the two factors (of In- 
junction and Praise), then there would be an inevitable syntactical split. 

The sentence—esha hi guno, &c.—shows the persuasive force of the 
Arthavada, as eulogising the factors pointed out by the Injunctive sentence. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Arthavdda passages have a 
distinct purpose to serve, as helping the Injunctions, by being taken along 
with these latter. 


Sutra (8). The connection of long-established tradition also is 
equal. 


With a view to justify the word ‘ca,’ the Bhdshya has introduced the 
Sutra with the objection: “The Arthavddas may be accepted as entirely 
useless.” 

And the reply is that this cannot be; because the aforesaid reasonings 
have shown that they serve a distinctly useful purpose, 


Ye 
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Or, the passage supplying the reply may be interpreted as—This canno; 
be (tanna), because of the usefulness having been shown in this (aforesaid ) 
manner (evamarthdvagama@t), and also because the connection of tradition, &c., 
§c.,—the Sura being thus construed along with the reply to the assumed 
‘objection. 

There are certain rules and regulations (Dharmas) laid down with regard 
to the study of the Veda; and these have the sole purpose of keeping up the 
traditional system; because the regulations are distinctly laid down in 
the Smrtis, as calculated to preserve such a system; and, secondly, 
because the said regulations can have nothing to do with such other 
human ends, as the attaining of Heaven, and the like; nor have we any 
authority for postulating a different purpose for these regulations, and 
for rejecting the fact of the proper accomplishment of the traditional course 
of study, which in itself is admitted to be distinctly useful, and is most 
closely connected with the said regulations. In connection with the tradi- 
tional system of study, the strict observance of these regulations serves 
the distinctly useful and much-needed purpose of removing obstacles from 
the way of such studies ; and we admit the fact of these regulations serving 
the purpose of removing the obstacles, on the ground of these having been 
laid down with this avowed purpose; specially as any other use that may be 
assumed could not, in any way, help in the process of study. For if the 
attainment of Heaven be assumed to be the purpose served by the said 
regulations, then these would come to be the means of accomplishing a 
direct purpose of the agent (and would have nothing to do with the proper 
completion of Vedic study). 

It may be assumed that it is only when the Veda is studied in 
accordance with the said regulations that the sacrifices can bring about 
their proper results (and as such the Regulations serve the purpose of help* 
ing in the proper accomplishment of the results of sacrifices). But, in 
that case, the Regulations would have only an indirect use, helping some- 
thing (the sacrifice) very remote from itself. For these reasons, we cannot 
but conclude these Regulations to serve the extremely useful purpose of 
helping a man in the proper accomplishment of his study of the Vedic 
texts (by the removal of obstacles). 

Then, again, we do not want the obstacles to be removed from the way of 
a thing that is absolutely useless. Because obstacles to such useless things 
are always desirable ; so as there may be no useless trouble in accomplishing 
that which does not serve any useful purpose (but, on the other hand, 
hinders it.) 

Thus we find that inasmuch as the Arthavada passages are treated, by 
students, with as much respect and attention as the Injunctive passages 
which are apparently useful, we must accept the former also to be equally 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES. 39 


useful. And as the said Regulations are based upon the Veda (and these 
are observed equally with regard to the Injunctive and the Arthavadae 
passages), this equal regard must be regarded as authorised by the Veda 
itself, And this regard could not be possible, unless the Arthavdda passages 
actually served a useful purpose; and thus, we arrive at the general fact of 
the Arthavdda being distinctly useful. And then, in accordance with the 
reasoning embodied in Sutra I—iv—30, finding these passages to be capable 
of signifying Praise, we come to the conclusion that they serve the useful 
purpose of praising (that which has been enjoined in the Injunctive pas- 
sages). 

It is with a view to all this that we read in the Bhdshya: The remem- 
brance is quite strong. 

Or, this passage may be taken as pointing to the fact that the useful- 
ness of the Arthavada passage can be inferred from the fact of all men 
keeping up a firm hold (or remembrance) of the text of the whole Veda, 
which could not have been possible unless all men had been fully con- 
vinced of the usefulness of the whole of it (the Injunctions, the Arthavddas, 
the Mantras, &c., all included). The fact, too, of people having this firm 
conviction of its usefulness is implied by certain sentences; and as such 
it cannot be said to be (based upon mere Inferential assumption, and as 
such) wanting in true authoritativeness. If it were not so, and people 
considered certain portions of the Veda to be useless, they would neglect 
such portions, and study only certain portions of it—either the Injunctive 
passages alone, or the Arthavddus alone. And in that case, there could not 
be a firm remembrance of the portions thus neglected. But, as a matter of fact, 
we find that people have a firm remembrance (of the Arthavada passages, 
as much as that of the Injunctive passages) ; and hence we cannot reject 
these as useless interpolations. And from this too, we cannot but admit 
them to be distinctly useful, 

The Sūtra may also be interpreted in another manner: The Vedic 
text —“The Veda should be studied ’—of which the sole purpose is the 
establishing of a long tradition (of study), and which has been chiefly 
instrumental in bringing about the eternal tradition of Vedic study,—refers 
equally to the Arthavada and the Injunctive passages; inasmuch as both 
of these equally constitute the Veda; and hence, in accordance with the 
arguments propounded abovo, there being no chance for their usefulness 
apart from the accomplishment of certain purposes of man, the Arthavada 
passages must be accepted as capable of expressing Praise, and thereby 
serving the useful purpose of praising (an Action which has been laid 
down as bringing about a certain desirable result, and thereby persuading 
the man to its performance). 
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Sutra (9). The aforesaid objections are not applicable; be- 
cause there would be a contradiction only if these pointed out an 
action; but as it is they do not point to an action; and hence there 
is no incongruity. 

With this Séira begins the refutation of the objections urged (in the 
Pirvapaksha Sitras) against the authority of the Arthavada passages. 

The objections that have been urged above—viz.: the contradiction of 
the Scriptures and facts of ordinary perception, §c.—-against the assumption 
of Injunctions in connection with Arthavadas,—we do not find to be 
applicable to our theory. 

Or the Satra—when ‘apraiptim’ is read as ‘apraptam’—may mean 
that we do not find the above explanation of Praise to be open to the said 
objections. 

And the reason given is that if the sentences ( Arthaviédas)—that 
speak of the ‘weeping,’ ‘ cutting out of the fat,’ ‘misconception of the 
quarters,’ ‘theft,’ ‘uutruthfulness,’ &.—were taken as laying down 
certain Actions to be performed, then alone could there be a contradiction 
(of Scriptures or of ordinary facts of perception). But, as n matter of fact, 
we do not take these sentences in their literal sense ; nor do we supply into 
them words from without, in order to make them signify a direct Injunc- 
tion; all that we hold them to signify is Praise only; and certainly, there 
can be no contradiction in this; and hence there can be no incongruity in 
our theory. 

Or, the expression (in the Sa#ta)—Cabddrthustn—may be taken to 
mean that the Arthavdda passage serves the purpose of helping the Injunctive 
words; and as such, not being connected with the performance of any 
action that may be mentioned in itself, itdoes not come to be put into 
practice; and as such it cannot be incongruous. 

There are three different readings of the Sütra: (1) Apraptancanu- 
papattim,—in this case the words ‘we find’ have got to be supplied; the 
meaning being—we find the said objection to be not applicable, &e. (2) Aprap- 
tancanuppattim,—in this case we have to supply the words ‘our explana- 
tion’; the meaning being—our explanation is not open to the said objection. 
(3) Aprapta canupapatith,—the meaning in this case being —The objection 
is found to be inapplicable to our theory, —the words ‘ found in our theory ’ 
being supplied from without. 


Sutra (10). Itis indirect description. 
[This Sutra meets the objections urged in Sätra (1).] 
A question is now raised: “ The Arthavdda may be taken along with 
the Injunction, when both of them refer to the same subject; but how can 
they be said to be so related, when their subjects are totally different ” P 
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The reply to this is that there can be an indirect relationship between 
the two. As for instance, when a certain object connected with a certain 
Action is praised, that praise indirectly applies to the other relatives of the 
same Action also; or, when a certain object has got to be praised, we 
praise the source from which it proceeds. And as both in the Veda and 
in ordinary parlance, the praise of one object is found to be applicable to 
another object related to it, this indirect method of praising a thing is 
often resorted to. And as such, the fact of the subject-matter of the 
Arthavāđa and the Injunction being different cannot in any way affect our 
aforesaid conclusions. 

The signification of such Praises will be exemplified and explained later 
on ;—eg., when the water is praised as calm, it is indirectly taken to signify 
the fact that anything connected with, or proceeding from water, being a 
Source of calmness or peace, would remove the troubles of the saorificer. 

The present Sutra by itself directly meets the cases of the three 
Arthavadas: (1) ‘He wept, and from his tears silver was produced ’; 
(2) ‘ Prajapati cut out his own fat’ and ‘ The gods having ascertained it to 
be a sacrifice to the gods knew not the quarters.’ And the following Sttras 
too will be taken as bringing forward arguments in support of the 
conclusions arrived at under this S#ira. 

As for the means of ascertaining the fact of the Arthavddas under ques- 
tion having secondary or indirect significations, only a few of them will be 
explained now; the rest will be explained in detail under Sutra [—iv—23. 

In the case of the Arthavada—“ He wept, &c.”—each factor of the Artha- 
vada is to be taken along with each factor of the Injunction, because of their 
mutual requirements, That is to say, the word ‘ He’ (‘sah’) refers to the 
subject spoken of ; because this word always denotes the subject treated of. 

Or, the expression ‘ tatpratyayat’ (in the Bhdshya) may be taken as 
pointing out the fact of the pronoun ‘tat’ being well-known to refer to the 
subject in hand; nnd hence whenever the word “Sah” is used, it imme- 
diately points to its base ‘Tat, and thence to the subject spoken of. 
Hence the construction of the aforesaid Arthavada passage should be thus ex- 
plained: “ That which followed as his tears is the ‘ Silver’ ” And all this 
is said in support of the subsequent deprecation and prohibition (of the 
giving of silver); and hence after the Prohibitory Passage (that silver 
should not be given), it is only natural that we should have the Deprecatory 
Passage under question. 

The Bhdshya cites the said deprecatory passage: ‘One who gives 
silver at the Varht-sacrifice, falls into some trouble (that makes tears flow 
in his family) before the year closes.’ The reason why this trouble befalls 
the giver of silver is next explained: The effect always being similar to the 
Oause, if one makes a gift of silver, which is a product of weeping, it is 
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Only natural that it should bring about an effect similar to itself, in the 
shape of some tear-producing (heartrending) calamity ; and from all this 
it follows that silver should not be given. 

And thus we find that the Arthavida— He wept, &c.”—serves, a 
distinctly useful purpose, being, through the said Deprecation, supplement- 
ary to the Prohibition of the giving of silver. 

This Indireet Assertion too is based upon words,—the fact of weeping 
(Rodanu) having been inferred from the mere verbal sound of the word 
‘ Rudra.’ And the silver comes to be deprecated on account of the mere 
assumption that if drops of tears, could be solidified, in as much as they are 
white, they would be like silver (and as such this metal being similar to 
tears, should not be given); or, silver may have been spoken as produced 
by weeping, on account of the fact of an expenditure of wealth (of which 
silver always forms the principal portion) bringing tears to the eyes 
of persons related to the spendthrift. 

Aud thus we find that in some way or other a due comprehension 
of the Deprecation invariably helps us in getting at the real Prohibition; 
and as such it does not matter, if the Arthavdda is unable to point out the 
Prohibition directly. 

The same process of construction is also applied to the passage speak- 
ing of Prajapati having cut out his fat. This passage is taken as praising 
a good action, thus: ‘A good action is performed even at such personal 
discomfort as the cutting out of one’s own fat,—what then can be said with 
regard to the spending of one’s external possessions over a good action’ ? 
For instance, even in ordinary parlance, we find people eulogising the ex- 
tremely charitable, as that ‘he gives a way even his very eye-balls.’ 

It is true that the passage in itself describes a certain event; but no 
Vedic passage has any authority in its mere descriptive form ; there is always 
an element of truth in the Praise that is signified by it; and hence the 
passage having been recognised as true, in reference to this Praise, which 
is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose, it does not stand in need of 
having its signification trausferred to a mere description, which, even if 
true, could bo of no use (in regard to Dharma). 

Or again, the Arthavddas may be taken as parts of the Verbal Bhavana 
(of an Injunction); and even then, their sole use would lie in the giving rise, 
in the mind, to the idea of engaging in a certain action (‘ may I do this’); 
and in this, the literal signification of the passages (as consisting of mere 
descriptions) could have no use (the aforesaid idea being accom plished by the 
mere recognition of the excellence of the Action, independently of any 
descriptions of persons or things). (And in such cases as ‘He wept, and from 
his tears silver was produced,’ the literal meaning is apparently contrary to 
all seyse-perception, and as such totally inadmissible). But in the case of 
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such passages as point to the fact of Heaven being attained by means of the 
performance of a certain sacrifice, it is a well established fact, that there 
is no contradiction (of any facts of ordinary perception). 

Nor can it be urged that there can be no proper Praise or Deprecation 
indicated by such descriptions as are apparently false. Because the implied 
Praise or Deprecation is always distinctly comprehended (even when the 
description is false). Asa matter of fact, it is only in the case of real des- 
criptions of facts that we find people saying—“ What is the use of inferring 
from it a Praise or a Deprecation, the Description itself is quite true, 
and admissible?” It is in the case of the false descriptions—where 
that which is generally known to be bad is described as good, or vice versé, 
—that people reason thus: “(1) Inasmuch as this sentence describes as 
good that which is generally known as bad, it is clear that it persuades 
me to have recourse to it; and (2) inasmuch as it describes as bad that 
which is generally believed to be good, it distinctly dissuades me from 
it”; and having reasoned thus, they engage in the eulogised course of 
Action, which he finds himself unable to abandon. 

Then again, it is admitted on all hands that the Veda is absolutely 
authoritative ; and it is also a well-recognised fact that the knowledge of 
the excellence or non-excellence of an Action known to the man is of help 
in his (t.e. is utilised by him in) engaging in it or avoiding it; and in 
the case of the Arthavada passages, we find that such knowledge is 
brought about by the Veda itself; and hence we are led to the conclusion 
that we must regulate our actions accordingly. 

Even in the ordinary world, we find that there are certain actions, 
which, though bringing about other results, are held by trustworthy per- 
sons to impart to the performer an excellent Memory (or Intelligence) ; 
and when seeking to persuade a person to do that act, they point ont to him 
the Action as leading to many other desirable results, such as wealth, good 
luck, &c., even though this may not be quite true. And having performed 
the Action, as urged by such descriptions, the man actually obtains the real 
result (Excellence of Memory). Though the person prompted knows full 
well that all the results that are described to him do not really follow 
from the Action, and are described to him in accordance with his own incli- 
nations, yet being convinced of the impossibility of trustworthy persons 
prompting him to absolutely useless (or harmful) Actious, he concludes that 
though all the results described may not follow, yet something desirable is 
sure to follow from the Action; and accordingly he engages himself in 
it. 

In the same manner, in the case of the Veda, though the real result 
may have been spoken of in the Injunctive passage itself, yet the Artha- 
vada, even though describing only imaginary results, may serve the pur- 
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pose of making the enjoined Action more attractive to the Agent; and 
as such it does not matter whether the results described in it are false or 
real; specially as its sole use lies in the persuading of the Agent to do the 
Action (enjoined), which is accomplished equally well (even when the 
Results described are only false), And even though the results described 
in the Arthavdda are recognised to be false, yet the learned people do not 
abaudon the Action praised by it; because they are fally cognisant of the fact 
that the result that will surely follow is the one mentioned in the Injune- 
tive passage (and this is quite desirable by itself). 

For these reasons we conclude that the fact of the description being false 
does not in any way affect the question. For instance, when a man mis- 
taking a piece of shell for silver, picks it up, and if in picking up the shell, 
he comes across a piece of real silver, he is not said to have been wholly 
deceived (as to the silver). And as in this case, we have the shell as the 
real substratum of the notion of silver, so some such real substratum of 
truth can always be found (in the case of the false descriptions contained 
in the Arthavdda), through the similarity of Verbal sounds. 

That is to say, in the case of the Arthavdda—“ Prajapati cut out his own 
fat and offered it into the Fire, and there appeared the aja (unborn one or goat), by 
making use of which people obtain cattle,’—the word ‘ Prajdpati’ may be taken 
as denoting the Elements, as these support (‘ panti’) the creation or living beings 
(‘prajah’); ‘ Vapa’ (‘fat’) =the innermost essence of these Hlements—as 
Rain and the like; and this was offered into the ‘Fire’ which=(1) the 
fire of Lightning (into which Rain was offered), (2) the fire in the body (in- 
to which Air was offered, as the Air moves within the body, exactly as the 
offering does in the fire), and (3) the ordinary fire (into which its rays are 
offered, as it is into the fire that the rays become extinguished); thence 
came ‘ the unborn,’ by which are meant the seeds, &c., which are generally 
believed to be eternally continuous ; and having got there, men obtain cattle ; 
because all animals are only different modifications of the various grains. 
And this interpretation will supply the substratum of truth in the said 
Arthavada passage. 

But though this interpretation makes the passage appear as a truth- 
ful description, yet it entirely loses its euloyistic character; and hence we 
proceed to explain the passage in such a way as to represent it as truthful, 
and at the same time, accomplishing its appointed purpose of Praising. 

On the strength of the Mantras, Arthavadas, Purinas, and Itihdsas, 
we accept the fact of there being a Creation and a Dissolution of the 
Universe. Hence we deduce the following meaning from the said passage : 
‘At the beginning of the Creation, Prajipati—who is spoken of as the Lord 
of Oreation, on account of His former righteous deeds—finding no other 
animal at hand, changed himself, by mere will-force, into the form of an 
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animal, and then cut out the fat out of his own body, &., &e. ; afd before 
the offering, &c., were quite finished, a hornless animal (aja=goat) rose 
from sacrificial fire.’ This description indicates the fact of the particular 
sacrifice being so quickly efficacious as to bring about its result immediately 
after (or even before) its completion; and that it was for this reason 
that Prajapati took such a lot of trouble over its performance. And in 
this, the descriptive element (as well as the Praise) is quite true. Nor 
does the description of this particular event make the Veda necessarily 
nou-eternal ; because like the signs of each succeeding season, it is possible 
for the same action to be repeated at each beginning of the Creation. 

Similarly too, in the case of the passage— Dé@vd vai dévayajanam, Sc.” 
—the word “ Dévah’’ =those who shine with cleverness in actions, viz., the 
Sacrificial Priests; and these Priests, having comprehended the Dévaya- 
jana, and finding the actions in connection with the Soma to be entirely 
different to what they had been used to, during the performance of the Darga 
and the Purnamdsa, become bewildered as to the course of action to be 
adopted ; and as such they are spoken of as ‘ not knowing the East from the 
West, &.’ Thus it is that even in ordinary every-day life, when a man 
is bewildered as to the course of action to be adopted by him, he says: 
‘The quarters (East, West, &c.), appear to me confused.’ And it is as 
helping to remove this bewilderment that the Aditi sacrifice is praised 
(by means of the said Arthavida passage); and the bewilderment is 
removed on account of there being an interval of time for ascertaining 
the real character of the subject (on which the man is bewildered). That 
is tosay, during the time that the man is going through the performance of 
the well-practised primary actions in connection with the ‘Prayantya,’ he gets 
time to recollect his wits about the Actions that are to come next (about which 
there is generally a confusion in the minds of the performers). Other- 
wise (if the said actions were not performed), and there were no interim 
between the two Primary Actions, the agent would not have time to 
concentrate his mind upon what he would have todo next. And as this 
interim is afforded by the ‘Aditi’ sacrifice, it is this that is praised as 
helping to remove the confusion in the Agent’s mind. 


Sutra (11). (The indirect signification is) based upon form, 
and upon the character of the greater part. 


[This Sutra meets the first two objections urged in Sëtra (2).] 

(The meaning of the Sūtra is that the mind is spoken of as ‘ thief,’ in 
the Arthavdda passage, on account of its “form”; i.e., just as the thief 
has his form or body concealed, &c.,so has the mind also; and thus the name 
of “ thief ” is applied to the mind only indirectly or figuratively. So also 
speech is spoken of as ‘liar,’ on the ground of the speech of people, for 
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the greater part, consisting of liea only ; and hence the character of the 
speaker is figuratively attributed to the speech itself). 

In ordinary life, whenever something has got to be done, what the 
person does is to form a determination in his mind, and then to express it in 
words or speech, and then todo it; and as such even though the Mind and 
the Speech are very closely related to the Action to be performed, yet 
they are spoken of as of much less significance than gold, because they have 
the character of the thief and the liar respectively. (The said Arthavdda 
appearing in the wake of the Injunction that one is to keep some gold in his 
hand). If the signification of the passage rested merely in the said Depre- 
cation (of Mind and Speech), it could only point to à Prohibition ; and it is 
only when signifying the Praise (of gold) that it can be taken along with 
the said Injunction; specially as it is only the supporting of the Injunction 
that is found to serve a visible purpose; as will be explained later on, 
under Sütra X—viii—7. 


Sutra (12). Because of the greatness of distance. 


[This Sütra meets the third objection urged in Sdéra (2).] 

The Arthavada— During the day the smoke only is perceived ’—occurs 
in support of the declaration that ‘ During the day, the Fire goes away to the 
Sun.’ And as to the question—why should this declaration be made ?—, 
we reply that it is with a view to eulogise the Injunction with regard 
to the mantra recited at the Agnihotra—viz: “ Stiryo syotirjyotth stiryah 
swaha is to be employed at the morning offering, and Agnirjyotinjyotir- 
agnih swāhā in the evening offering,” where we have mantras having their 
implications intermixed with one another. 

Question: * How can these implications of the said mantras be said to 
be intermixed, when we find them referring to two distinct deities, Agni 
and Siirya ?” 

To this question, some people make the following reply: “ The word 
‘Jyotth’ in the mantra ‘Agnirjyotih, &c.,’ signifies the Sdrya, while in 
the other mantra it signifies Agni; and as such the significations of the 
two mantras become intermixed,” l 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory; because the word 
“ Jyotih” signifies Light in general; and as such can be taken as qualifying 
both the Agni and the Sürya; specially if the word were synonymous 
with any one of these two, it could not be used with reference to the 
other. That is to say, in a case where any two words are synonymous, 
if one of them is used, another is not used along with it; so that if the 
word ‘Jyotth’ were synonymous with ‘ Qérya,’ it could not be used in the 
mantra of the morning offering—“ Guryojyotth, ge.” ; while if it were syno- 
nymous with “ Agni,” it could not be used in that of the evening offering. 
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Hence we conclude that the mantras have been wrongly cited. The 
proper mantras to cite here are: “(1) Agnirjyotirjyotih séryah swāhā, (2) 
Suryo jyotirjyotiragnih swaha” (the former being enjoined as the mantra to 
be employed in the evening libation, and the latter in the morning one). 
And it is this Injunction that can be taken as eulogised by the Arthavada 
in question; because the Injuuction serves to set aside, in this case, the 
general rule that the mantra is to be employed in accordance with the 
implications of the words composing it; and as such the Injunction being 
one of intermixed implications, it comes to be supported by the said 
Praise. And the reason for this intermixture is Inid down as that, ‘during 
the day, Agni (Fire) enters into the Sarya (the Sun), while during the night 
the Sun enters into the Fire’; and hence it follows that the offerings are 
not to be made only to the deities pointed out in the mantras. 

In this explanation too, the former muntras (cited in the Bhashya) 
serve as examples of the Injunction that is set aside by the latter Injunc- 
tion; and the latter mantras quoted by us, to which the praise of the 
Arthavada refers, were not quoted by the Bhiishya, because they are 
pointed out by the mention of the fact of “the implications being inter- 
mixed” (which could not refer to the mantras quoted). 

Or, it may be that the Arthavdada in question occurs between the two 
sets of mantras (the one set quoted in the Bhdshya, and laying down the 
libations to be offered to the Deities mentioned in the mantras, and tho 
other set quoted by us, where the implications of the two mantras are 
mixed up in the Injunction). For the latter Injunction we may have 
some other Praise; the Praise in question referring to the former (which 
lays down the moruing libation to be offered to the Sun, and the evening 
one to Agni); and this praise may be explained thus: Inasmuch as during 
the day the Fire enters into the Sun, the Sun is the only light ; and similarly 
as at night the Sun entersinto the Fire, Fire is the only light ; and as such it is 
necessary that the morning libation should always be offered to Surya 
and the evening one always to Agni. 

Question: “ But how is it that the passage speaks of the smoke alone, &c. P”’ 

Answer: The explanation of this lies in the fact, that during the day, 
when we look at the Fire burning aé a great distance, we see the smoke only ; 
while at night we distinctly perceive the light (and not the smoke) ; and as 
such this statement of a well-known fact serves as a sort of basis for the 
aforesaid Praise. 


Sutra (13). Through the failings of women, the son is often 
found to belong to the man, 


[This Süira meets the fourth objection arged in Sutra (2).] 
- It is laid down that,—“ during the recounting of the Pravaras (the 
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particular shis among one’s ancestors) the sacrificer should say—Dëväh 
pitarah, &c.”; as a praise of this recounting of the Pravaras, we have the 
declaration that even a non-Brahmana becomes a Brāhmaņa by this recount- 


ing. . 
Against this some people raise the following question: ‘In the case of 
those whose Bréhmanical character is well-known, the acquisition of the 
said Brahmanahood would be useless (and as such the recounting of the 
Pravaras cannot be necessary for well-recognised Brahmanas).” 

It is in anticipation of this question that we have the declaration— Wo 
know not whether we are Braéhmanas or non-Braihmanas.” The mention of 
the known as the ‘unknown’ implies that it is hard to be known; because 
that which cannot be known easily is as good as unknown ; and certainly, 
the fact of any person being a Brahmana is extremely difficult to ascertain, 
on account of the failings of the woman. 

But even in the case of the woman’s failings, if the son always belonged 
to the mother or to her master, the caste of these two being always well- 
known, there would be no difficulty in ascertaining the caste of the son ; 
the caste of the Parents also being ascertained by that of the grand-parents, 
and so on and on, the caste of all the ancestors from the very beginning of 
time, could be easily ascertained. But we find such declarations in the 
Smrtis as— The mother is only a leathern bag, the son belongs to the 
father”; and as in the case of the woman having been led astray, it is not 
easily ascertained who the actual “ father” is,—and it being quite possible 
for him to belong to a caste other than that of the woman,——tlre offspring, 
in this case, would be one of an uncertain, or even a mixed caste, In the 
Veda too, we read—“ one should carefully guard this thread (of caste),”— 
which shows that the caste is liable to be lost; and as such this passage 
could be explicable only if the caste of the offspring be accepted to be 
regulated by that of the man. Because if the caste were not liable to such 
changes, it would remain intact, even when not guarded ; and as such there 
would be no use of the Vedic Injunction just quoted. 

Thus we find that there is an occasion, or use, for the said Praise (of 
the recounting of one’s Pravaras) ; the meaning of the Praise being that a re- 
counting of the Pravaras or Ancestors of universally recognised Brahmana- 
hood shows that the person so recounting is a descendant of such great 
Bréhmayas; and thereby he himself comes to be recognised as a true 
Brahmana. 


Sutra (14). There is a desire for present comfort. 


[This Sutra meets the fifth objection urged in Stra (2).] 
That which appears at the present time is spoken of as “ akalika ” 
and certainly that which does not take much time to appear is what is 


PADA I—ADHI. I—AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES, 49 


desired by all men. And hence in the making of the sacrificial House, 
the making of windows is particularly eulogised; because the windows 
serve the immediately useful purpose of allowing an easy exit for the smoke: 
and thereby remove one great cause of discomfort to the persons connected 
with the performance of the sacrifice. Whereas the final Result—Heaven, 
&c.—that would follow from the sacrifice, can appear only after the lapse 
of some time. 

And hence the meaning of the Arthavdda—“ who knows whether 
there is a Heaven, &c. ”—is that, who knows now whether the great result will 
follow from the sacrifice ?—because, the means of knowing that the result 
will come lies in the scriptures; while we know from direct seuse-per- 
ception that the letting out of smoke brings immediate relief; and hence 
it is in comparison with this latter fact, that the fact of the sacrifice lead- 
ing to Heaven has been spoken as “ unknown ” (or doubtful),—a process 
which only tends to eulogise the making of windows. 

The form “ akdlika” (signifying that which bas its beginning and end 
at the same time) is in accordance with Panini’s Sätra “ akalikadadyanta- 
vacané” [V—i—114]. 

Some people read “ Akalika” ; and in that case the word means that 
which does not take time in its appearance. The word “ kala ’=remoteness 
of time: “ kdlika"’=that which appears at a remote point of time (kdla 
+ than); and hence that which is not so is “ akālika. ” 


Sutra (15). It isa praising of the knowledge. 

[This Sdtra meets the objections urged in Sutra (3).] 

The Arthavadas—“ His face shines,” and “ His children become weal- 
thy "—appearing in connection with the passages enjoining study, they 
cannot be taken as laying down the results of an Action; they must be 
taken simply as deseriptions of the ordinarily perceived facts of the face 
becoming beautiful and the person obtaining horses. 

For the beauty of the face, there is not only one standard. Such pecu- 
liarities as the symmetry of form, the general pleasing properties, and the 
peculiar loveliness of sheen, pertain to the faces of woman ; while in the case 
of learned persons, itis when they are found to be making ‘excellent declara- 
tions, in keeping with good form and reason, that their face is said to be 
“ beautiful.” And hence, in tbis case, the word “shines or becomes 
beautiful” need not be taken in an indirect sense, the direct meaning being 
quite compatible with the fact of the passage being a praise of the 
learned person. 

And as for the declaration that “his children become weathly, ”—the 
wealth referred to may be the wealth of Brahmic glory ; and though in this 
case the word would be taken in a figurative sense, yet that could not 
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militate against the fact of the . passage being taken as a praise of the 
learned. 


Sutra (16). The mention of ‘all’ refers only to that which the 
agent is entitled to. 


[The S#éra meets the objections urged in Sara (4)]. 

The Arthavada—that by the Pūrnāhuti one obtains all that he desires— 
referring to a particular action in connection with the preparation of the 
fire, it cannot be taken as laying down certain results. But it can be 
takon as a praise of the Purrzdhuti,—the substratum of truth in this Praise 
being found in the fact of the character of the consequence being attributed 
to the means ; that is to say, the meaning of the sentence—*“ He obtains all 
that he desires "—is that he obtains the fire in all its forms, these being the 
general means of the performance of all actions bringing about all desirable results. 

And the Sutra may be explained in the following manner: Inasmuch 
as the person has duly laid the Fire, he is entitled to the performance of all 
actions, which are the means of obtaining all that is desired; and it is 
with a view to eulogise this fact of his being entitled to the performance 
of all actions, that the passage in question has figuratively used the 
word ‘all’ with reference to the actual obtaining (of the results that 
would follow from all the actions, to the performance of all of which the 
porson offering the Pürnähuti becomes entitled). 

The following objection may here be raised: “There are certain 
“results, such as the reaching of the Akdgn and the obtaining of celestial 
“ damsels, which are absolute impossibilities; and these would also be 
“included in the category of ‘all that is desired.’ But certainly, for these, 
“it is not possible to be described as actually coming about, even figura. 
“tively, through the means, in the shape of any action laid down in the 
“Veda. (That is to say, in the case of the results that are laid down as 
“following from certain sacrifices enjoined by the Veda, it is possible to 
“explain the word ‘all’ referring to them, as referring to the Actions 
“bringing about these results, to which the person becomes entitled ; on the 
“other hand, in the case of the said impossible results, which are also 
“ included in ‘ all,’ we cannot take the word ‘all’ as referring to the Actions 
“ bringing about these results, &c., &c.; for the simple reason that there 
“are no Actions laid down as bringing about the said results).” 

There being a great deal of truth in this objection, we offer another 
explanation of the Sütra: In ordinary parlance we often come across such 
assertions as—“ all the rice has been cooked ”; and in this case we do not 
mean all the rice in the world, but only that which had been set apart for 
being cooked for a special purpose. In the same manner, when the Veda 
says : “one who offers the Pirnahuti, obtains all that he desires,” all that is 
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meant is that the person becomes capable of obtaining all the results that 
follow from thə Actions that are performed in connection with (conse- 
crated) Fire. And as such there can be nothing incongruous in the said 
Arthavāda. 


Sutra (iT). The result being accomplished by means of Actions, 
there would be a difference in the results in accordance with the 
measure, or extent of the Actions, as in the ordinary world. 


The assertion made in the Sätra would be of use in the consideration 
of such sacrifices as the Agnihotra and the like, all of which lead to the 
same result, in the shape of the attainment of Heaven. All effects being 
similar to the cause, all the results that would follow from the mere 
Pirndhutt, would be in small measures. And hence for one who would 
want to obtain the results in great measures, the Veda lays down other 
Actions—such as the Agnihotra and the like; and hence the Injunctions 
of the Actions cannot be said to be useless. 

Against this the following objection is raised: “In the ordinary world 
“we actually perceive the results of such actions, as the cultivating of fields, 
“« &c., to be in keeping with the causes; while in the case of the Puérnathut:, 
“the matter resting altogether upon the authority of the scriptures, inas- 
“ much as no distinct result is specially mentioned (as following from it), on 
“ what basis can we make the said specific assumptions with regard to its 
“results? For as a matter of fact, there is no difference between the 
“Heaven as attained by means of the Agnihotra, and that reached by 
“the Jyotishtoma; nor in such a transcendental matter, can we have any 
“ functioning of Inference; (and as such we cannot admit of any difference 
“ between the result as obtained by means of the Paérndhuti and the same 
“as acquired by means of certain other sacrifices).” 

To this we make the following reply: The specification that we have 
assumed is based upon the strength of the Injunction itself. That is to 
say, if the result obtained by means of the simpler Action were exactly 
equal to that obtained by the more elaborate Action, then, in that case, the 
desired result having been obtained by means of the former, no person would 
ever be inclined to the more elaborate and difficult one; as says the proverb 
—‘If one can find the honey in his own house, why should he go to the 
distant mountain for it?’ And hence the Injunction (of the elaborate 
Action) would lose all its efficiency (which only lies in urging people to 
Action). But as a matter of fact, the efficiency of the Injunction 
can never be set aside; and us such the very Injunction of the elabo- 
rate Action points to the fact of its results being greater than that 
of the simpler Action,—as is explained under the Sutra I—iv—30. Conse- 
quently as the assumption of the particular result of the Vigvajit’ sacrifice 


v2 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADHYAYA I. 


is accepted na authoritative, so also is the differentiation of the measure or 
quality of the result (following from the Parndhuti as differing from the 
same as obtained by means of other Actions). 

And when of two actions, one is greater than the other, even though 
no difference in their results is directly mentioned, yet there must always 
be a differentiation of the extent of the results, based upon their respective 
positions. That is to say, in a case where the subsidiaries are mentioned 
in the same order as the Primary, that which is mentioned first is performed 
with the first Primary, and soon ; and exactly in the same manner, in the case 
of Actions, when the smaller Action is performed, the result that appears 
in its connection is always of the same character (7.e., small); and so on 
with the great Action, it is only a great resnit that appears; and thus we 
find the results differentiated on the ground of their respective positions. 

We also meet with direct scriptural declarations that support such 
differentiation. For instance, with reference to the Odturmdsga Homa, we 
have the following Arthavada with regard to its result: “ When one 
performs the Agnihotra, he obtains a result ten times that of the household 
sacrifice, in a single night .... . s 
By the due performance of the smaller A puthotra for ièn venti the narada 
obtains the result equal to that of a single performance of the Darga— 
Pūrnamāsa ”; and this clearly shows that the smalluess or greatness of 
the Action makes the result also small or great respectively. 


_Sutra (18). What has been said above applies to the last two 
(Sutras ofthe Purvapaksha),. 


Just as. the deprecation of Speech and Mind have been shown to 
signify the praise of gold, so also the prohibition of the laying of the Fire 
on the bare ground would, in accordance with the Sätra X—viii—7, mean 
the praise of the placing of a plate of gold on the ground, and not a mere 
prohibition. And the prohibition of the laying in the sky or in the Heaven 
may be taken as the statement of a bare fact, laid down with a view to 
support the prohibition of the bare ground. The meaning of the passag- 
would thus be that—‘ just as the laying of the fire is known to be impossible 
in the Sky or in Heaven, so also is it on the bare ground without a plate of 
gold,’—this being the praise of the use of the golden plate. 

As for the mention of non-eternal things in the Veda, this has already 
been explained under Süira I—i—31. 

The use of. this discussion lies in the consideration of the Ratrisatra 
sacrifice, in connection with which the Pdrrapaksha is that the result 
of this sacrifice is the attainment of Heaven, while the orthodox view 
(Siddhdnta) ie that its real result is that which is mentioned in the 
Arthavada passage relating to it. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the Arthavada passages that have the form of Injunctions. ] 


Sutra (19). “It would be an Injunction, as laying down some- 
thing not known before; because a mere description would be 
useless.” 


Those Arthavidas that contained mere descriptions of facts having been 
explained above, we now proceed to consider those that appear in the form 
of Injunctions. 

And with regard to these, the following are the grounds of doubt: In 
the former Adhikarana it has been shown that as the Arthavddas serve no 
purpose directly by themselves, they have to be taken in the indirect 
sense of Praise. But in that case, even the Praise would be as good as 
useless. As for the factor of Injunction, however, it cannot be got at from 
any other source ; while it has been already shown above that Persuasion 
(which is the aroko object of Arthavādas) can be got at through the 
indications of the Injunctions themselves. And again, in all cases, the In- 
junction is the primary, and the Praise the secondary, factor; consequently, 
when a certain assertion can be taken as related to the primary factor, 
it must be taken as such (and not as related to the secondary); and 
it is only when the indication of the Injunction has been fully accomplished 
that there can beany use for the Arthavdda. And it is while the Injunction 
is being comprehended, that all the factors of the Bhāvanð present 
themselves; specially so the factor of the Result, as it is the first and 
the most important factor (in the Bhavand, and as such the first to be com- 
prehended, in the indication of the Injunction). It is with a view 
to these facts that the Parvapaksha in the Stra speaks of its laying down 
something not known before ; and hence it is in comparison with this that it 
declares the mere expression of Praise to be useless. 

At the véry outset, of the discussion, however, the following objection is 
raised against tho Adhikarana as a whole: “ We have a consideration of 
“snch Injunctions and Arthavidas of Results, later on, ander the S#irds 
‘¢TV—ii—1 et seq; and as such it is not proper to introduce’ the | same: ar 
“ oussion, in this place.” 
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1. To this, some people make the following reply: ‘As the discus- 
sion that is repeated in the Fourth Adhydya is introduced here for the 
first time, the above objection should be raised with reference to that 
Adhydya and not to this.’ 

This may be true enough; but if by postponing the discussion till the 
Fourth Adhydya, we can procure a better reply to the objections against 
Arthavadas, it is only right that we should seek for it there. Inasmuch as, 
however, it was equally reasonable for that same reply to have been given 
on the present occasion, there could not be much harm in its being put for- 
ward here. 

2. Others reply to the said objection as follows: It is only the 
denial of the fact of the passage cited being an Injunction of Result that is 
explained in the Fourth Adhydya, whereas iu the present Adhikarana, it is 
the character of the Arthavdda that is denied (in the Pérvapaksha) ; because 
the clause—tt would be an Arthavada (in the Sétra IV—iii—1)—must be 
taken as denying the fact of its being an Injunction. 

But this explanation is not right; because those Arihavada passages, 
that would be denied (in the Fourth Adhydya) the character of Injunctions, 
and would thereby become open to the charge of uselessness, have already 
been shown, in the foregoing Adhikarana, to serve the distinctly useful 
purpose of praising; as has been shown with regard to the sentence—“ His 
face becomes beautiful, &c.” 

3. Some people meet the aforesaid objection thus: It is only right 
that sentences like ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ should be taken as Praise; 
but the case of such sentences as the one cited in the present instance 
is different; and though the present Adhikarana serves to make it a mere 
Praise, denying it the character of an Injunction,—yet there is something 
left to be done; and it is this: just as the character of Injunction is denied 
to the said passage, so also can the character of Praise be denied to it, as 
the case of the present passage is not similar to that of the former passage ; 
and hence it is absolutely necessary that we should accept it as an Injunc- 
tion, so that any dissimilarity to passages appearing at a different time 
would not affect its position; and it is this latter point that is very rightly 
raised in the Fourth Adhydya. 

But even this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; becanse even 
though the collective argument, that there is a clear disagreement with the 
Veda, may be a new one, and as such, in this much, there may be: no 
repetition, yet the bodies of the Adhikaranas remain the same.. As for the 
‘disagreement’ (or dissimilarity), too, there is none of these that has not 
been met and explained under Sütra I—ii—10; and hence these very argu- 
ments could be brought forward again, whenever any such aisnere eement 
would be put forward against any Arthavada passage. 
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4, With a view to all this, some people offer the following explana- 
tion: The present Adhikarana, in its Pérvapaksha, speaks of “ Injunc- 
tions ” in general, without any specifications ; while in the Fourth Adhydya, 
we have the expression “ Declaration of the Result” (‘ Phalagrutsh’); and 
hence the passages considered in the present Adhikarana are such of the 
Arthavadas as have the form of the Injunction of all such factors as the 
Substance, Property, Action and the like; while those treated of in the 
Fourth Adhydya are only those that have the form of the Injunction of 
the Result only. For instance, Si#tras 23 and 24 of this Pada, are 
found to refer to such instances as— The Horse has its origin in the 
water, and the Cane also has its origin in the water, ” and the like (which 
treat of the mere forms, &c., of Substances) ; and if the present Adhikarana 
also referred only to such Arthavddas as have the form of an Injunction of 
Result, the citing of the said passage would be entirely irrelevant. 

But thongh it may be so, yet in that case the subject matter of the 
Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydya would be ouly a particular phase of 
that of the present Adhikarana ; and so would be included in it; and as such, 
the repetition would remain unexplained. Consequently some people dis- 
regard the examples cited in the Bhashya and set about citing other in- 
stances, with the restriction that under the present Adhikarana they cite 
only those Arthavédas that have the forms of the Injunctions of the Sub- 
stance, &c., while under that in the Fourth Adhydya they cite those that 
have the form of the Injunction of Results. 

But upon this, we have to make the following observations: Is it abso- 
Intely necessary to have two Adhikaranas that we should put this restriction 
upon the examples to be cited? Then again, as a matter of fact, a mere 
difference in the examples cited does not make the Adhikaranas necessarily 
distinct ; because in that case, there would be no repetition in a case where 
certain discussions, having been carried on with regard to the sacrificial post 
as made of the Khadira wood, should be repeated again with the sole difference 
that in the latter case the post as made of the Udumbara wood would be cited 
as the instance. As a matter of fact, the subject matter of Adhikuranas 
being, not any particular examples, but certain rules (and arguments in 
support of the rules), it is only when there is a difference in the rules treat- 
ed of in the two Adhikaranas that these can be accepted as distinct. And 
as for the Arthavddas having the form of the Injunctions of Substances, all of 
these too are not considered under the present Adhikurana,—some of these 
being considered under Sütra [—iv—23, some under Sütrus III —iv—l,et seq ; 
some in the shape of ‘ Parakrta’ and ‘ Purdkalpa’ under Adhydya VI, some 
under IX—ii—29, and others, having the form of the Injunctions of the Jar: 
tilaand the Guvidhuk, in Adhyfiya X. And hence what we should say in reply 
to the aforesaid objection is that such repetition is not very objectionable. 
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Or, we may justify the two Adhikaranas on the following four 
grounds :— 

1. One and the same rule has one part of it discussed under the pre- 
sent Adhtkarana, and another part in that of Adhyaya IV. 

2. Thesubject-matter of the the two Adhikarunas may also be explain- 
ed to be entirely different. What is done under the present Adhikarana is 
that all Arthavāda passages having the form of Injunctions are shown to be 
Arthavadas, and not real Injunctions. While under the Adhikarana in Adh- 
yaya IV, the purport of the Parvapaksha is this: “ When an Injunction bas 
“ been pointed out by the Arthavdda, it stands iu need of a certain result 
“(for the sake of which it would lay down an Action); even though the 
“result that appears in the Arthavdda is mentioned with another osten- 
“ sible purpose (that of Praising), yet this result is found to be related to 
“it more closely than any other declarations of the procedure of sacrifices ; 
“and when such relationship has been once ascertained, a specification 
“of the relationship becomes a compartively easy matter. Otherwise we 
“ would have to assume the Relationship itself as well as its specific form ; 
“and hence we conclude that just as the [ujunction of the Raétrisatra 
“ sacrifice is one that enjoins the particular result—the obtaining of fame,— 
““so too, the passage speaking of the ‘ Ju/d made up of leaves’ cannot but 
“ bo taken as an Injunction of the particular result—the not hearing of any 
“ evil report with reference to one’s self.” And the Siddhanta arrived at is 
that when it is possible for the passage to be taken in the light of another 
purpose (t.e, of Praising), it is not right to attribute to it two purposes 
(that of enjoining the Result, and Praising); and as such the passage in 
question must be taken as a pure Arthavāda. 

The same process may be employed in differentating the present Adhi- 
karana from those dealing with Nivita, §c. (I1I—iv—1 et seq). Or, these 
latter may be taken as consisting of some considerations and argumentations 
with reference to certain supposed objections and questions hased upon 
the Pérvapaksha of the Audumbura-Adhikurana (the present one) ; as ia 
these a question is raised as to whether the Arthavdda, that is accepted 
to be an Injunction, refers to the Agent or to the Sacrifice; and then the 
conclusion arrived at is that it isa pure Arthavdda. So also in the case 
of the Adhtkuruyas on Parakrtt and Purdkalpu (as explained in Adhydya 
VI), a fresh question is raised as to whether the Action, (the eating of 
mashu f.i.) that is mentioned in the Veda as having been done by a great 
man of old, is to be done only by the descendants of that great man, or by 
all men (and it is this extra question that is treated of in the Adhikarana 
in Adhyiiya VI). The discussions with regard to “ Üha” and “ Badha, ” 
as contained in Adhydyas IX and X, are also of a similar character (ie., 
dealing with extra questions), And as for the Süira L.—iv—23, it merely. 
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points out the several grounds for accepting a Word in its secondary or 
‘indirect signification. And as such in none of these do we find any use- 
less repetition. 

3. Or, the difference between this Adhtkarana ati that in Adhytya IV 
may be explained on the ground that the present Adhikarana treats of 
only such passages as have the form of the Injunctions of Results, in which 
the factor that expresses the Praise is distinct from that which mentions the 
Result; as for instance, the passage cited in the Bhashya. The sentence, 
‘The udumbara is powerful and so also are the animals,’ which signifies 
Praise, is distinct from the sentence ‘ For the increase of power ” (appearing 
at the close of the passage) which points out the Result (that follows when 
the sacrificial post is made of the Udumbara wood); while in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, the discussion is with reference to those cases, in which the 
same sentence may be taken either as Pratse or as a mention of the 
Result. 

4. Or, lastly, the difference between the two Adhikaranas may be 
explained thus: The first Sétra of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydya 
[1V—iii—1] lays down the fact of the passage being for another's purpose 
(pararthatvat) as the reason for the conclusion arrived at; and as it is 
only a well-known reason that can be brought forward in all discussions, the 
passages that can serve as instances for this Adhikarana are only those 
that are well-known to be for another’s purpose,—e.g., the passage “one 
whose Juhū is made entirely of leaves, &c.” In this case it is necessary that 
the fact of being made of leaves should be distinctly mentioned with reference 
to the Juhi; as the former is incapable by itself of having any independent 
relation with the result. It is a general rule that whenever œ certain 
property (or qualification) is laid down, with special reference to n 
particular result, it stands in ‘need of a proper receptacle (or substratum) 
for itself; we cannot get hold of any such receptacle, apart from the 
context (in which the said passage occurs). And hence, if the passage— 
‘one whose Juhi is made of leaves never hears any evil spoken of himself ”— 
be taken to imply the injunction—that one should think of obtaining the said 
Yesult by means of the particular property of leafiness,—the question naturally 
arises: wherein ts this property to exist (as the mere abstract property by itself 
can be df no use) P What is the object (which, having the property of lenfiness, 
would accomplish the said result) ? It cannot be the Juh#; (1) because that 
would lead to a split in the sentence; (2) and until the Action has been 
found (in which the Juhi is to be used) the Juhi itself is not an accomplished 

‘(fully comprehended) object (and as such cannot be taken as bringing’ about 

any results); nor is there any eurborsy, (in: the: sentence H for: ‘con. 

‘necting the Juha with any action. 

And: thus (not having all the necessary factors fulfilled, if we an 
8 
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the aforesaid construction or explanation of the sentence) we are forced to 
have recourse to another explanation (or construction). We find that the 
said sentence occurs in the same context as the sentence—‘‘ one pours the 
libations by means of the Juhé”’; and when we come across this sentence, 
it becomes necessary for us to know the kind of the Juhi that is to be 
employed ; but the sentence itself does not afford us any information on 
this head ; and this want of information is found to continue until the men- 
tion of the fact of its being made of leaves ; and as until this information is 
obtained, the use of the former sentence (“ Pours libations by means of the 
Juhi”) is not fully comprehended, the latter sentence (declaring the fact 
of the Juhŭ being made of leaves) comes to be recognised as subsidiary to 
the former (declaring the fact of the libations being poured by means of 
the Juhé made of leaves). Thus then, all the information that is wanted 
in connection with the Juhi having been obtained in this very sentence, 
there is no reason for the assumption of a result. And as such it is only 
proper that the sentence should be taken as an Arthavdda. (Such is the 
upshot of the Adhikarana in Adh. IV). 

In the present Adhikarana, on the other hand, we have for our 
example, the declaration of the fact of the sacrificial post being made of 
the Udumbara wood, which is met with in the context treating of the 
animal to be sacrificed at the subsidiary sacrifice; and the fact of this 
declaration being for another’s purpose is not fully recognised ; and as such 
this could not form the subject of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydya. 
Specially because, in the present case, unless the post has been already 
recognised (from other sources), it is not possible to have any declaration 
of its character ; and the recognition of the post is accepted as fulfilled by 
means of the sentence treating of the Primary Sacrifice, which speaks of the 
postas made of the Khadira wood; and as such all the information (even 
that of kind or material), that is wanted with regard to the post, having 
been obtained by means of this passage itself, there is no use for any 
injunction of another material (the Udumbara wood) for it; and conse- 
quently the sentence (speaking of the post as being made of the Udumbara 
wood) is taken (by the Pérvapaksha) as only an injunction of the Result 
(attainment of power). As for the information with regard to the 
substratum of the property of being made of Udumbara wood, this too is 
supplied by the mention of the “post,” in the sentence enjoining the 
Primary Sacrifice; and as such this too does not affect the former conclu- 
sion. Thus then, we find that, prior to the ascertainment of the sentence 
being for another’s purpose, it is absolutely necessary to connect the action 
therein spoken of with a certain definite result,—this connection being 
ascertained by means of other arguments (than those based upon the 
fact of a sentence being for another’s purpose, as done in Adh, 1V). 
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And as such the introduction of this present Adhikarana becomes ne- 
cessary. 

There is yet another theory with regard to these two Adhikaranas: 
Both the sentences—the one dealing with the fact of the post being made 
of the Udumbara wood, as well as that speaking of the Juhi being made of 
leaves—can serve as examples, in both Adhikaranas (the present as well as 
the one in Adh. IV). And inasmuch as two different factors of the Bhavana 
are treated of in the two Adhikaranas, they cannot be said to be mere 
repetitions of one another. Both of them are equally capable of being 
connected with certain means and consequences, only when they are put 
forward in their full efficiency, and not otherwise. And in the Adhi- 
karana in Adh. IV, the discussion is based solely upon the factor of “ conso- 
quences,” and that of the “means” is either purposely disregarded or taken 
for granted ; and the discussion then turns mainly upon the following ques- 
tion :—Is the Result capable of being rightly pointed out by means of words 
that speak of it as being accomplished at the present time, without any 
mention of the word “Kama”? While in the present Adhikarana the dis- 
cussion is with regard to the factor of the ‘“ means,” that of the “ consc- 
quences ” being either disregarded or taken for granted; and the discussion 
turns upon the following question:—In the absence of any Injunctive 
affix, is it possible for certain Substances, Properties or Actions to be 
laid down as the means of obtaining definite results? Whatever may be 
pointed out in a certain form, it stands in need of the cognition of a certain 
definite co-relative, and comes to be related with such a one, as ex- 
pressed by another word. And hence when a certain sentence has been 
recognised as pointing out the Consequences, the rest is taken to indicate 
the Means; and vice versd; thus both factors being ascertained in their true 
forms. Consequently, the factor of the “ Means” that is considered under 
the present Adhikarana, comes to be connected with the factor of the 
‘‘ Consequence”; and it is this connection as here indicated that is 
accepted, in Adh. IV, as a well-established fact, and serves as the reason 
for the conclusion there arrived at. Conversely, the indication of the factor 
of the “ Means,” that we have in Adh. IV, is here accepted as a well- 
established fact, and is only slightly touched upon. And thus the two 
Adhikaranas are not mere repetitions. 

Objection: “ But in that case, the present would be a discussion with — 
regard to the indication of the Injunction,—and as such could not have 
any connection with the Adhikarana on Arthavada.” 

Reply: This does not affect the case; because the signification of the 
Injunction is got at through the Arthavdda. That is to say, if the Action 
spoken of were, in the very first instance, comprehended as being enjoined, 
then the passage could not have the character of the Arthavdda ; but as it is, 
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it is only through the Praise (as signified by the passage) that we compre-_ 
hend the Action as being enjoined; and as such the character . of the 
Arthavida is not denied to the passage. 


The sense of the PURVAPAKSHA embodied in the Sé#tra is this: 
“That which is declared in close proximity to the Result, cannot but be re- 
“ cognised as the Means, even though it is not expressly laid down as such ; 
“ because on hearing of the Result, our only desire is to know the Means. 
‘And hence, just as in the case of the mention of the Result, we at once 
‘‘comprehend the Sacrifice to be the means, on account of the expression 
“ı Yagena’ (‘by means of sacrifice’) directly presenting itself to our mind ; 
“so in the same manner, the mention of the Result, in the case of the 
“ passage in question, would at once bring to our mind, the expression 
“< Audumbaréna’ (‘by means of tho post made of the Udumbara wood’). 
“ For, what could a direct Injunction do? It could only prompt the agent 
“to action. And as this prompting is done by the mere mention of the 
“ Result, what would be the use of a distinct direct Injunction? Or, the 
“passage may be taken as merely pointing out the connection of a certain 
“ Result with that which has been enjoined in a passage laying down the 
“procedure of a certain Action. Or, the Injunction may be taken as 
“ expressed by the fifth Mood, Löt. And it has also been already explained 
“that the Injunction may, in certain cases, form only a part of the 
“ Arthavada. 

“ Hence we conclude that the Dative euding in ‘ Avarudhyai’ denotes 
A‘ purpose; and as such the Result is pointed out (by means of this affix) 
“even more clearly than it would have been by the word ‘kama’ itself ; 
“and hence it is with reference to this Result that the passage enjoins the 
‘ post to be made of the Udumbara wood. (It is in this way alone that the 
“ passage can be interpreted as an Injunction). It can never be an Injunc- 
“ tion of the Result ; because it is shown under II—i—1 et seg that there can 
“never be an Injunction of the Result. As for the sentence—‘ The Udum- 
“ bara is power ’—it is a distinct Praise of the particular wood; and there 
‘‘ is nothing incongruous in this. Consequently, inasmuch as it is possible for 
“ the passage as a whole to be taken primarily, or directly, as an Injunction, 
“it is not right to take it in its indirect sense—making it indicative of 


‘mere Praise.” 
Sutra (20). * Obj: ‘As in ordinary parlance, so here also.’ 


“ Against the above we may have the following arguments: ‘ In ordi- 
. ‘t nary experience, we find that people never make use of the slightest expres- 
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“ sion, without some purpose. As for instance, in ordinary parlance we 
“meet with such assertions as: This cow should be brought, it gives a 
“large quantity of milk, §c., &c. And here the former sentence—The cow 
“ should be brought—laying down something to be done, the latter sentence 
“is taken asa praise of the cow, which lends more force to the former 
“ direction, and thereby prompts the person concerned to speedy action. And 
“tho mention of the fact of the cow giving much milk is never taken as 
“the injunction of any transcendental result; as it isa directly perceptible 
“ factin itself; and hence it cannot but be taken as the praise of the cow. 
“ The same reasoning can be employed in the case of Vedic passages also. 
** And as for having recourse to indirect indication, as no direct assertion 
“is possible, there can be no objection to it.’ 


Sutra (21). ‘Reply: Not so; because it is known before- 
hand.” 


“To the last Stra, wo make tho following reply: Tho instance that 
“you cite does not apply to the present case. Because a Praise depends 
“ upon certain conceptions derived from other means of knowledge; and as 
“tho operation of such other means is possible with regard to the facts of 
“ordinary experience, we can accept such ordinary assertions in the senso 
“of Praise. Inthe Veda, onthe other hand, as we have descriptions of facts 
“not otherwise known, people would have no faith in them; as even in 
“ordinary parlance, people do not believe a person who describes what is 
“ absolutely unknown. . 

“Says the Bhashya: Pürvavacanādiva; and this may mean that 
“ people do not have any confidence in descriptions of unknown facts, 
“ exactly as they have none in the Injunctions of facts already known; or 
“it may be taken as a simile of contraries, the meaning in that case 
“being that in the descriptions of unkuown facts people do not have the 
“ confidence that they have in those of well-known facts. 

“ And then again, the mere mention of the fact of the cow giving muoh 
“milk, does not serve to persuade the person; it is only when he 
“ actually sees the cow giving much milk, that he is persuaded to take it. 

“In the Veda too, finding the Arthavada to be false, the person would 
“begin to suspect the authenticity of the Injunction connected with it; 
“andas such, he would not undertake the Action. And one, who would 
“ neglect the Injunction and seek for the Arthavdda, would be taken as an 
“ unbeliever of Injunctions. And if one has no confidence in Injunctions, 
“ wherefore should he have any in the concomitant Arthavdda ? 

“ Then again, in the Veda, we find a disagreement from the actual facts 
“of experience; as for instance, the passage in question praises the action 
“as fulfilling a reservation of power at the present time; while no such 
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“reservation is perceptible; and thus this declaration of the Veda would 
“ be exactly similar (in falsity) to the description of a cow as giving much 
“milk, when as a matter of fact it gave no milk at all. 

“ As a matter of fact, the Udumbara is not found to have the character 
“ of (strength-giving) food, which, for this reason, cannot rightly serve as 
“ the Predicate of the Minor Premiss; nor is it found to be invariably con- 
‘“‘comitant with the appearance of power; and hence it cannot serve as the 
“ middle term (the subject of the Major Premiss). That whatever is food 
“dis also sacrificial post is a fact recognised, neither in the Veda nor in 
“ordinary experience; and as such tho assertion is entirely absurd. 

“ And thus, as by making it signify mere praise, we find it to be 
“incompatible (with facts of ordinary experience), it is much more 
“ reasonable to take it as an Injunction than as a Praise, which stands in 
“need of the corroboration of experience.” 


In reply to the above we have the following :— 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (22). The fact of its being indirectly implied by the sen- 
tence has alreay been explained. 

The sentence—‘ the Udumbara is strength ’—is to be taken together 
with the clause—‘for the increase of strength’; because it embodies a 
justification of this latter; and it is not a distinct Praise apart by itself. 
Because the mere assertion of the Udumbara being food does not serve to 
point out the fact of its being something excellently desirable for man ; 
while there is no doubt that the assertion—‘ for the increase of strength ’— 
—serves to make the particular action specially attractive to bhim; and 
hence it is only right that the other sentence—‘ Udumbara is food ’— 
should be taken as justifying and supporting the said attraction (or 
persuasion). Therefore the whole passage may be taken either as point- 
ing out a definite result as following from the Action in question, or as 
persuading the agent to that course of Action. 

And even if there were an Injunctive word, a passage like the one 
in question could not but be taken as an Arthavdda; and it is all the more 
so, when the verb in the passage is only in the Present Tense, which has 
the sole purpose of accomplishing the Injunction. And when we fiud the 
context distinctly pointing to a definite purpose in the shape of the effect 
that it has towards the fulfilment of the sacrifice,—what could be our reason 
for assuming a separate result, for the expression of which we have no 
direct word? Nor can it be urged that, that which is indicated by the Context 
is always set aside by that indicated by the Sentence itself. Because in the 
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case in question there is no contradiction of the one by the other. That is 
to say, it is only when two contradictory facts are indicated both by the 
Context and the Sentence, with reference to one and the same object, 
that there can be any rejection of the one by the other. But in the 
passage in question, we have the Context pointing to the injunction of the 
post being made of the Uduwmbara wood; and this Injunction takes within 
itself the persuasion expressed by the sentence ‘the Udumbara is strength ’; 
and certainly, there can be no contradiction of the Context, which, in this 
case, is found to indicate the Injunction of the Udumbara, as qualified by 
the said persuasion. Thus then, there being nothing to indicate any Injunc- 
tion of the Result, there is no possibility of the Context being set aside ; 
and as such we cannot very well disregard the signification of the said 
Context. 

(Even if the whole passage be taken as laying down a Result) the 
persuasion, which is held to be indirectly implied by the sentence, could 
never be accepted as being assumed through the implications of the Injunc- 
tion itself. Because in other cases it might be possible for the Injunction 
toimply a persuasion; but in the case in question, the Injunction itself 
is extremely weak (not being mentioned by any directly expressive Injunc- 
tive affix, d&c.) ; and as such, what could it do with the persuasion P 

Then again, that which has once been made to serve the purpose of 
praising (a certain action) can never rightly be accepted as having any 
action towards the pointing out of any results, like the acquiring of fame 
(said to follow from the Juhū of leaves). Inthe case of the Hatrisaira, 
we have recourse to a highly complicated assumption, because there is no 
other way out of the difficulty; while in the case in question, we have 
already shown that a particular purpose (served by the Action in question) 
is distinctly pointed out by the Context. 

The particular species (Udumbara) is, by its very nature, known as a 
part of the more extensive class ‘Wood’; and it can never be taken as 
pointing to any Result. The word ‘ post’ (Yépa) also denotes the piece 
`- of wood as affected by the sacrificial performance; and as such it can 
be taken as only indicating the post as it presents itself. And thus all the 
words being found to serve totally extraneous purposes, the sentence (con- 
taining them) cannot but be taken as an Arthavada. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as no other wood—Khadira, 
§c.,—wonld be available, the ‘ post’ does not stand in need of any mention 
of the special class of wood (the Udumbara). But this is not quite 
correct, because just as in the case of the Cyéna sacrifice, the distinct 
mention of Reed as the special kind of grass to be employed sets aside the 
possibility of the use of any other grass—Kuga and the like,—the use 
of which is indicated by the fact of their being employed in other 
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‘sacrifices; go, in the same manner, in the case in question, the’ distinct 
‘mention of ‘ Udumbara’ would serve to set aside all other woods. Nor is 
there any means by which this setting aside could be avoided; specially as 
it is admitted, even when the making of the post of the Udumbara wood 
is taken as bringing about a definite result. 

The only difference, however, between us is this: In your case, the 
making of the post of the Udumbara wood being an action for the sake of the 
agent (as bringing about a particular result), while the Khadira, &c., are 
for the sake of the sacrifice (which is helped by the post), the former 
would set aside the latter only indirectly, by the mere chance of their 
being related to the object (the post); whereas according to us, both being 
for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would be a direct co-subjectivity 
between them, which makes the setting aside, of the one by the other, more 
natural. 

And when a certain definite kind of wood has been laid down with a 
view to a certain result,—just as the curd is laid down as the material to be 
offered, with a view to obtain for the sacrificer efficient sense-organs,— 
there is no idea of the substratum of the Class (and for this also we cannot 
admit of any such results following). That is to say, itis the ‘Animal 
sacrifice’ that is the primary action concerned; but this is found incap- 
able (of any relationship with the Udumbara wood) ; while the ‘ tethering 
of the animal,’ is found to be capable of such relationship, through the 
post (to which the animal is tethered) ; but this ‘ tethering ’ together with 
the post, does not form the primary action. Nor can the relationship, being 
found useless with regard to the primary, be transferred to its subsidiaries ; 
because it is only that which is laid down as helping the Primary that is 
held to be helpful to the subsidiaries ; which is not the case here ; as in the 
present case, we have a certain property (the Udumbara-ness of the post) 
forming part of the Primary, which stands in need of a substratum for itself ; 
and though it has the Primary (Animal-sacrifice) in close proximity to it, 
yet, as this is not found capable of serving as the required substratum, 
we cannot but construe the Injunction in an altogether different manner ; 
and we can never rightly transfer the property downwards (to the subsi- 
diaries). 

Nor is the sentence itself found capable of affording the required 
substrate; because if it be construed in a manner supplying this ‘substra- 
tum, this would involve a syntactical split; because in that caso the séntence 
‘would be declaring two relationships: (1) the relationship of the Property 
with the particular Result, and (2) that of the Property with its Substra- 
tum. And further, in that case, the property of ‘ being made of Udumbara 
wood’ would have to be taken, in two different forms, at one time (i.e., in 
the sentence ‘The making of the post of Udumbara waod brings about such 
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and such a result’) as the Subject, and at the other (i.e., in the sentence ‘ the 
post should be made of Udumbara wood’) as the Predicate. Even if it be 
taken as the Predicate in both cases, then too, while being taken along 
with the result, it will have to be disjoined from the post; whereas when 
taken in connection with the post, it will have to be separated from the 
resulé (and thus too there would be a syntactical split). 

As for the independent-spirited person who would take up the per- 
formance of certain actions, without any Injunctions, we can have nothing 
to say tohim. The fact of any action bringing about a result desired by 
man is not recognised until an Injunction to this effect is met with ; because 
prior to this, the sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the 
object to be accomplished, which, in this case, is the making of the post of 
the Udumbara wood. 

It has been asserted that the connection of the Result would be laid 
down by the passage that would contain the necessary directions for the 
Action. But such a passage can have no reference to any result desired 
by man ; as will be shown under the Sūtra ‘ asamyuktam prakaranadt’ [III — 
ili—11]. Forif itdoes happen to be laid down by such a passage, it comes 
to be an action for the sake of the Action itself (and not for that of man). 

As for the ‘ fifth Lakdra’ (Lët), as its form is similar to that of the 
Present Tense, its signification always remains doubtful ; (and as such the 
verb in the passage cannot be taken as the Injunctive Lét). 

For these reasons, wə conclude that the result, in the passage in ques- 
tion, is described only with a view to persuade the person to a certain 
course of action; specially because the verb describing it is found in the 
Present Tense; and also because we shall prove in the fourth Adhydya, 
that, any passage, not distinctly containing the expression ‘ with the desire 
for such and such a result,’ cannot be taken as actually laying down the real 
result of an Action. And as for the passages like the one in question being 
always taken as mere Praise, it is no use enquiring as to the truth or other- 
wise of the means spoken of in them; because they are meant to serve the 
sole purpose of bringing ubout a certain cognition; and also because they 
are in keeping with the descriptions of certain qualifications. But even if 
they must be taken as real means, they may be taken to be the means of 
fulfilling the pleasure or satisfaction of the persons concerned. 


Sutra (23). In some cases, such Injunctions would be useless ; 
hence they must be taken as expressing Praise; and the same may 
be said with regard to all other passages similar to these. 


If the passages in question were Injunctions, then all the Arthavada 
passages quoted before would also be Injunctions of Materials, Accessories 
or Actions; for instance, the sentence ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ would 
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mean that one should make Vayu the eftest deity ; and the sentence ‘ The horse 
has its origin in water’ would mean that one should muke the horse have tts 
origin in water ; and similarly we would have such injunctions as— One 
should make the Vétasa or the Avuka, originate in water,’ ‘the water should 
be made peaceful,’ ‘the Udumbara should be made strong,’ and so forth. 

And though some of the Arthavdda passages are capable of being 
taken as Injunctions of Actions, yet the passages that we have been deal- 
ing with in the present Pdda can never be taken as such; because some 
of the descriptions—such as those of Vayu, Vétasa and the like— are mere 
statements of facts in nature (and these cannot be made or brought about 
by man) ; and the Udumbara, &c., too, cannot be brought about by man, 
however much he might try (and hence there can never be any Injunctions 
for making thoso). 

The Bhashya proceeds to show what sort of praise the passage—(‘the 
horse proceeding from the water,’ &c.)—expresses : The connection of the horse 
with the water, which is pacifying, brings peace to the master of the sacrifice. 

The irrelevancy of this passage of the Bhashya in the present connection 
has been oxplained away by some commentators by the flat denial of this 
sentence forming part of the Bhdashya text. 

The irrelevancy referred to is this: The passage does not mention any 
connection of the pacifying character with either the Horse or the Avaka, 
the Vétasa alone being mentioned ; while this latter does not appear in the 
above explanation of the Praise. 

The true explanation of this, however, is the following: The Avaka, 
&c., have been cited as instances, only on account of their similarity to the 
Vétasa ; and the said explanation does not assert any relationship between 
the Horse and the Avaka ; all that it does is to declare these to be related to 
tho water ; and as this fact alone does not indicate any Praise, there is a 
need of another Arthavdda passage; and this is pointed out, in the sen- 
tence—‘ the water is peaceful’; and it is this latter sentence that, having 
lost the character of an Injunction, expresses the excellent character 
of the water; and certain things, ordinarily well known to be connected 
with water (f.1., the Vétasa), come to be praised by this praise of the water 
only ; while others (f.i., the Horse), come to be praised, through the declara- 
tion of their relationship with the water; and the meaning of the praise 
thus comes to be that—‘ being related to the water which is known to be 
peaceful, the Horse also comes to be known as quiet; and hence the sacrifice, 
connected with this Horse, pacifies or removes all the troubles of the 
Master of the sacrifice; which shows that the sacrifice is an excellent one.’ 
In the same manner, the sacrifice that is offered to a swift Deity, brings 
about its results quickly ; and if the sacrificial post is made of foodstuffs, 
the sacrificer obtains plenty of foodstuffs. Such being the explanations 
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of the passages in question, we can say the same with regard to all other 
passages that may be found to be similar to these. 


Sutra (24). When a certain expression can be rightly taken 
in its own context, it is not right to transfer it elsewhere; specially 
as such an Injunction would have no use with regard to that parti- 
cular sacrifice. 


The taking of such passages as Injunctions is also open to the follow- 
ing objection: In the case of the sentence—‘ That which is burnt becomes 
the property of the Rakshasas’ (a sentence found iu connection with tho 
Dargu-Pirnamasa)—if we take it exactly as it is, then it can only be 
taken as enjoining another Deity (the Rdkshasa) for the cake that is burnt; 
and this would necessitato the removal (or transfer) of the Deity montioned 
in the original Injunction (of the sacrifice). 

[If the word ‘ Apakarsha’ be taken as that which removes, then tho 
meaning would be that ‘the newly enjoined Deity would remove the one 
mentioned in the original Injunction.’ ] 

This setting aside could be possible, on the ground of its being for a 
definite purpose,—as we have in the case of the Abhyuditéshti—, but only 
if there were no other way of explaining the sentence, When, howevor, it 
can be taken in a different manner, no such setting aside can be allowable. 

Fighting shy of this argument some people might have recourse to 
a transposed construction of the sentence,—explaining it as ‘that which 
is to be offered to the Rakshasas should be burnt’; but as the ‘ Rakshasa’ 
is not mentioned as a Deity in the present context, the burning of tho cake 
will have to be transferred to another context, where the Rakshasa may 
have been laid down as the Deity; and this would militate against the 
direct declarations of that context. Nor is such contradiction of the 
context allowable, when there are means of avoiding it. Hence we must 
take the passage as an Arthavdda, which does not necessitate any such 
transference or removal. 


Sutra (25). If these be taken as Injunctions, there would be 
a syntactical split. 


In the passages in question, if, on account of the praise contained in 
the passages, the verb in the Present Tense were to be taken as being in 
the Lét (the Vedic Injunctive), then, by the same fact, we would have to 
assume a particular result to follow from the Action laid down; and this 
would bring about a split of the sentence (for instance, the construction 
would be—(1) The post of the Udumbara wood is excellent, and (2) this 
should be made for the obtaining of power], Hence we conclude that we 
cannot but take these passages as Arthavadus. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of such Arthavada passages as appear to contain reasons for the 
performance of certain actions]. 


Sutra (26), “They must be taken as putting forward reasons, 
because of usefulness and possibility.” 


As instances, we can have all the passages that appear—on account 
of the use of such words as ‘hi’ and the like—to contain reasons, though 
as a matter of fact they do not contain them—(for instance, the passage 
‘ Carpéna juhoti, tēna hi annan kriyaté).’ 

Some people object to this Adhikarana ; they argue thus: 

“If the.character of the reason be said to be enjoined by the passage, 
“ then these come in the same category as those dealt with in the foregoing 
“ Adhikarana ; if not, then the character of the reason that is spoken of here 
“ must be taken in connection with the relationship of the Cérpa-homa ; and 
“ag no such relationship can exist unless it is duly enjoined, for what could 
“ the reason be brought forward? If however, the passage be taken only 
“ as describing a fact in nature, then this would be in the same category as 
“tho sentence speaking of Vdyu as the ‘ eftest deity.’ Thus then, in 
“ any case, there appears no reason for introducing the present discussion.” 

To this we make the following reply: As a matter of fact the 
passage in question does not lay down the fact of the latter sentence 
containing a reason for what has gone before; nor is it the mere descrip- 
tion of a fact in nature: what it really does is only to assert by Apparent 
Inconsistency, a certain fact, which serves to set aside a certain doubt 
with regard to the performability of an Action which has been laid down 
(in the previous sentence) simply as a well-established duty to be 
performed; specially as all Reasoning pre-supposes a certain well- 
established fact (which, in this case, is the performability of the Carpa- 
homa). And some people hold that this statement of the Reason also 
serves the purposes of an Arthavdda, showing, as it does, why a person 
should perform it. Even when the sentence is taken as a pure 
Arthavada, it contains within itself a statement of the Reason also; and 
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hence the Injunction comes to be taken as referring to the Homa by the 
Cérpa and all other articles whereby food is prepared (such as the Darvi 
and the like); and as sach the latter sentence might be taken as bringing 
forward a Reason (as held by the Pérvapaksha) as well as containing an 
Arthavada (as held by the Siddhdnta). 

On the main question then, we have the following :— 


PORVAPAKSHA. 


“Says the Bhashya: The fact of the Cürpa being a means of preparing the 
“ food ts brought forward as a Reason for performing the Homa with the Curpa., 
“And though what is directly enjoined is the relationship (of the Homa 
“with the Curpa), yet the Reason that is brought forward for this relation- 
“ ship could also refer to the Homa, 

“An objection is raised in the Bhdshya: ‘A case (like that of the 
“ Çürpa and the food), where the relation of cause and effect is not generally 
“ recognised, cannot be rightly said to have been brought forward as a Reason.’ 

“ Some people explain this by pointing to the premiss that all Inference 
“must be one of cause and effect, as the Bhashya declares later on in 
“ connection with the sentence—‘ One should offer a Homa of curd for the 
“ sake of one who wants to acquire a sense-organ.’ 

“ But this is not correct; because even in cases where there is no relation 
“ of cause and effect, as in the case of the asterisms of Kritika and Rohini, 
“ following one another, we find that a perception of the former acts as 
‘(a reason (or means) for the cognition of the latter. 

(1) “Therefore we must take the Bhdshya to mean only the relation- 
“ship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension, by the mention 
“of ‘the relation of cause and effect.’ It may, however, be urged that— 
“t even the relationship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension 
“being cognisable only by means of an-Inference, it could not be asserted 
“ with reference to a fact not universally recognised.’ True; but there 
“ being another relationship prior to the general recognition of the fact, 
“all that is meant by the bringing forward of the said relationship of 
“ the comprehended and the means of comprehension is simply to point out 
s“ the particular relationship upon which all further Inferences are based. 

(2) “Or, the Bhashya may be taken as referring to the potentiality 
“ of things, the meaning of the objection in the Bhdshya being that we 
“ admit the character of true Reason only in cases where, at the time of 
‘comprehending an invariable concomitance between the two things con- 
“cerned, we actually perceive in them a potentiality consisting of that 
“ causal relationship which consists of the relationship of the comprehended 
“and the means of comprehension. 
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(3) “Or again, the Bhashya may be taken as only referring to the 
“ specific instance cited,—the sense of the objection being that an invariable 
“concomitance between any two things, can be based upon many relations, 
“ such as those of cause and effect, master and servant, or on mere associa- 
“ tion, and the like; and as none of the others are possible in the case of 
“ the fact of the Çürpa as the means of preparing food being asserted as the 
“ reason for performing the particular Homa, we must accept it to be based 
“on the causal relation only; and inasmuch as such causal relationship 
“ is not generally found to exist between them, the assertion that the latter 
“sentence puts forth a Reason for the Homa is untenable. 

“In reply to the above objection, the Bhashya says—True it is, Se. 
“ And the meaning of this is this: It is true that in the ordinary course of 
‘business, before a person puts forward a certain Reason, he always seeks 
“to base it upon a well-recognised relationship ; but in the case of the Veda, 
“on account of the Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of a Reason, as 
“ expressed by the use of such words as ‘hi’ (because), and the like, we 
“assume the existence of another sentence expressing the relationship 
“(upon which the aforesaid causal relation could be based),—such a sen- 
“tence, in the case in question, being that ‘whatever is the means of 
“ preparing food should be used in the offering of the Homa’; and in the 
“light of this sentence, the Reason (brought forward in the sentence ‘ be- 
“ cause the food is prepared by its means’) becomes quite relevant. 

“The Bhäshya puts the question—what special purpose would be served, 
“ie, if the Reason should become relevant? The reply given is that the 
“ use lies in the fact that it is only then that the Homa could be offered by 
“ means of all things that are used in the preparation of food. 

“The Bhdshya puts another question—‘ why’? And this question may 
“ bo taken as put by the Siddhanti ; or it may mean—‘ How can the Darvi 
“ &c., be the means of preparing the food’? The reply given is that—we 
“ actually find these of use in the preparation of food ; and it is this usefulness 
“ alone that is mentioned in the Sutra (by the word ‘arthavattva’). The 
“ Bhashya also adds—we can prepare the food by means of these also; and 
“this is what is meant by the word ‘upapatti’ (‘possibility’) in the 
 Satra. 

“ Against this explanation an objection is raised—‘ It seems that, in 
“this way, the words (arthavativa and upapatti) are synonymous (and as 
“such both should not have been used).’ 

“ But the mention of both words may be explained as pointing to 
“the capability of the same fact being expressed in two different ways : the 
“sense being that that which is of some use in an Action may, in a way, be 
“ also spoken of as its means. Or, the word ‘arthavativa ’ may be taken as 
“ pointing to that which is expressed by the instrumental case-ending ; arid 
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“inasmuch as it is the fact of the food being prepared, at the present time, by 
‘means of the Çürpa, &c., that has been brought forward as the Reason 
“(which is not found to be applicable to the Homa, which is not found to 
“ prepare any food at the time), the word ‘upapatti’ may be taken as 
‘pointing to the possibility of the food being prepared by means of the 
“ Homa; and this is what is meant by the Bhdshya—‘ the food can be pre- 
“ pared by means of that also.’ 

“ Another objection is raised in the Bhashya : ‘The passage in question 
“ distinctly says that the food ts prepared by means of it; why then, should 
“ you say it can be prepured’ P 

“The reply given to this is that it is absolutely impossible to speak 
“of the Present Tense (because the Çürpa is not found to prepare the food 
“actually at the time that the Homa is being offered), 

“ Or, the Bhashya may be taken as replying to a self-raised objection ; 
“the sense in that case, would be this: If the passage be taken as 
“refering, not to the Çürpa, but to the Darvi, &c., on the ground of these 
“latter not being the means of preparing the food at the present time,— 
“ then, the same might be said with regard to the Cérpa also; and the 
“ passage would cease to be any Praise at all ; hence just as the Siddhant: 
“ would make the passage out to be a Praise, exactly in the same man- 
“ner could we also explain it as only laying down a reason for the 
“ Homa. 

“The Bhashyu sentence following this is ‘ Hétau ca Grutih,’ &.; and 
“as this is quite irrelevant as it is, we must take it along with the closing 
“ sentences of the Bhdshya. 

“Says the Bhadshya—there can be only an indirect indication of Praise ; 
“and this means that the sentence in question indicates the excellence of 
“the Homa, indirectly, through the fact of its bringing about a universally 
“ desirable result in the shape of food. 

“And in this case, the sentence—' Curpéna hi annan kriyaté’—is to 
“be taken as only describing a fact of nature, the general preparation of 
“food with reference to the particular object, Caurpa. 

“Or, the Sara may be construed in the following manner: If we take 
“ the sentence as laying down a Reason, we have an ‘ arthavativa’—t.e., it 
“serves a much more useful purpose than if it were a mere Arthavdda ;— 
“and even though the relationship between the Çürpa and the preparation 
“of food is not quite recognised, yet we have its ‘wpapatit’ (proof 
“or possibility) based upon the assumed Vedic sentence referred to 
“ above. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question must be 
“taken as laying down a Reason for the performance of the Homa by means 
“ of the Gurpa.” 
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In reply to the above we have the following :— 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (27). It is a Praise; because of its being preceded by 
verbal authority ;-while there is no Injunction of another. 


The Instrumental case-ending in the word ‘ Cérpéna’ directly points 
to the performance of the Homa as to be done by the Çürpa; and as such 
having the direct support of the Veda, it cannot be urged,—either as a mere 
acceptable alternative, or as an optional alternative, or as a companion 
alternative,—that the Homa is to be performed with the Darvi, &c., the 
instrumentality whereof is only pointed out by Inference, Because the 
Homa having all its requirements fulfilled by the Çürpa, does not stand in 
need of any other thing ; and as there is no direct Vedic text laying down 
the instrumentality of the Darvi, &c., the mere recognition of the instru- 
mentality of the Çürpa (as pointed out in the Vedic text) shuts the way 
of the inference of any Vedic texts (in support of the instrumentality of 
the Darvi, &c.) This is what is meant by the expression—There ts no In- 
junction of another, —(i.e., of the Darvi, &c.) 

As for the pointing out of a reason (for the performance of the Homa 
in a certain way), this becomes accomplished by the Praise itself; and as 
such by taking the sentence as pointing out such a Reason only, we only 
court the necessity of having to assume unheard of instances. 

Then again, the direct assertion of the Carpa (as the instrument to be 
employed) falling within the scope of the Injunction, being found to 
be distinct, and not having any other purpose to serve, it cannot be 
altogether neglected. Hence, there are only two ways of taking the expres- 
sion —because tt prepares the food :—(1) this expression having no direct 
connection with the Injunction ‘this should be done,’ we can take it 
as indirectly indicating the fact of the CGérpa possessing an excellent 
quality ; or (2) it may be taken as directly expressing this latter 
fact. Any way, the expression by itself is incapable of being taken as 
laying down a Reason in support of the Injunction ; and hence it comes to 
be taken as mentioning the reason for the excellence which stands in 
need of the support of a Reason that happens to be mixed up with the 
force of the Injunction, and of which the object of the Injunction stands in 
need. The meaning of the said expression thus comes to be: The Ciurpa is 
an excellent instrument, because it prepares the food. Both of these explana- 
tions are capable of being supported by well-recognised instances, and 
as such do not necessitate the Inference of any unheard of Vedic texts. 
Because it is a universally recognised fact that, (1) that which is excellent 
deserves to be done, and (2) that, that which is a meaus of preparing the 
food is excellent. 
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The sentence—‘ there is no Injunction of another’ may be explained in 
another way: According to you, all that is a means of preparing the food, 
will be the objects of Injunction ; but Darvi, &c., are not the means of 
preparing the food ; because it is the action, of cooking f.i., that is known 
to be the direct means of the preparation of the food. This introduces the 
next Siira, $ 


Sutra (28), Obj.: “Any praise of that which is useless is 
not allowable.” 


Some people might argue— If cooking, &c., are the means of pre- 
paring the food, the Carpa cannot be recognised as the means of its pre- 
paration; and as such there can be no such praise of it, as explained above.” 


To this we make the following reply :— 


Sutra (29). Reply: But there is a use for it; inasmuch as 
it forms part of the Injunction; as even in the ordinary world. 


According to us, there is a distinct use which forms the object of the 
praise,—this use consisting in the fact of the Carpa being the means of 
the preparation of food. Inasmuch as it forms part of another sentence, 
the mention of such instrumentality is found only to serve the purpose 
of another (¢.e., the Injunction), and thereby has only a secondary position ; 
and as such, it must be taken as thereby describing a certain fact, with 
reference to another object that forms the object of the Injunction. Such 
description again can be only of a fact that is well known; and conse- 
quently we find the very words (of the Vedic text) distinctly pointing to 
the conclusion that the sentence describes only sach useful instrumentality 
of the Garpa as has been met with in ordinary experience ; (and as such 
the instrumentality of the Çürpa cannot be denied). 

This also explains the use of the present tense (in ‘ Kriyata’) ; but 
even though the present tense has been used, yet it is an admitted fact 
that, whether something ts to be done (in the future) or has already been 
done (in the past), whenever we have got to describe, or praise, such an 
object, we speak of it as being done (‘ Kriyat®’). As to why the present 
tense has been used in a Praise,—all that we can say is that it is due to 
the fact that men, as a rule, are more attracted to the present than either 
to the past or to the future ; and as a matter of fact, it is only by recalling 
the fact of the effects, that a certain action brings about at the time that 
it is performed, that people are attracted to it, even at other times; 
consequently with a view to praising the Curpa, we have the sentence 
‘it prepares the food.’ 

Or, we may take the sentence as praising the Cirpa, after having trans- 
ferred the present character of the capability of preparing the food to the 
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preparation itself (which would justify the use of the present tense in 
‘Kriyaté’) ; because people are attracted more to what is actually manifested 
than to any latent capabilities; and as such the Praise could be duly 
effective only when describing a fact as actually manifested in the present, 
and not when merely pointing out a capability. 

On the other hand, in your theory, inasmuch as you hold the sentence 
to contain the Injunction (of a Reason), there would be a distinct harm done 
by the non-comprehension of the instrumentality of the preparation of food 
and the present character, (with direct reference to the Carpa). 

“ Why so”? 

Well, because, there can be an Injunction of only that which has not 
been got at by any other means; and hence in the case of an Injunction, the 
acceptance of anything apart from what is directly expressed by it is not 
allowable. This is what is meant by the Bhashya:—In the Injunction, 
there te no need of the meaning of any other words, because it is only in 
the case of indirect indication, that there is a need of the help of the 
meanings of other words. And it wonld be necessary to assume the word 
in the present tense (‘ Kriyaté’) to indicate the meaning of a word in the 
past (‘ Akdri’), and in the future (‘ K@rishyat@’), or that of a word denoting 
the present character of the Capability (such as ‘ Cakyaté’) ; and it is only 
when the word ‘ Kriyaté’ could be taken in accordance with these assump- 
tions, that the Instrumental case ending in ‘Carpéna’ could be taken as 
denoting direct instrumentality. As a matter of fact, however, instances 
of such assumptions have never been met with; and as such they cannot 
be allowable. 

If, again, the words be taken in their direct signification, then, it would 
not be possible for the Veda to enjoin anything as capable of being 
brought forward, while it would be pointing out either the present time 
or the chief Instrument. That is to say, the Homa is not capable of being 
performed either by the Çüūrpa, §c., while these are actually being 
employed in the preparation of the food, or by the cooking which is held to 
be the chief Instrument (or means) of the preparation of food. Therefore, 
in both cases, the theory is absolutely untenable. 

According to our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as the sentence 
in question is taken only as explanatory of the foregoing, the words can be 
takou in their indirect significations. For instance, in ordinary parlance, 
we find such an expression as Balavān Dévadattah, where though the affix 
‘ Matup’ (in Balavan) has been laid down to be in the sense of Excess, 
yet we do not find it clearly expressed as to in comparison with whom 
Dévadatta is strong; and the direct signification of the word ‘balavan’ 
would be that he is the strongest among all living beings; but this is not 
possible because, as a matter of fact, there are many stronger animals, 
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such as the Lion, &c.; hence we take the word to signify the presence of a 
strength greater only than that of those animals that are known to be 
weaker than Dévadatta. : Exactly in the same manner, we can speak of the 
Cérpa as the ‘chief instrument’ (in the preparation of the food), in com- 
parison to such objects as the plough and the like, which have a much 
more remote instrumentality in that preparation. 

It may be argued that—“ in that case such comparative signification of 
the word would come to be its chief denotation; and it is for this reason 
that the word ‘ dalavan,’ used with reference to Dévadatta, is not admitted 
to have any indirect signification.” 

This is true enough, when the word ‘balavdn’ is used with reference 
to Dévadatta, in comparison with weaker persons in general; but when the 
word is found to be incapable of referring to certain weak persons in parti- 
cular, it would directly give rise to an idea of Dévadatta being stronger 
than even those who possess greater strength; and in that case, if we take 
the word to point to the fact of Dévadatta being stronger than those 
weaker than him, then this would be taking it in an indirect sense. In the 
same manner, when the fact of being the means of the preparation of food 
is taken to be brought forth as descriptive of the Çürpa, which forms an 
object of the Injunction,—then (1) such description may be taken in its 
direct signification—that the Cérpu is the more important means (or Instru- 
ment) in the preparation of the food, than the remoter instruments in 
general; or (2) it may be taken in its indirect signification, inasmuch 
as no such remoter Instrument is mentioned; and the meaning would 
be that the Çërpa is the one principal instrument in the preparation of food 
(which is not true). 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the sentence being 
an Injanction, and as such laying down something not got at by other 
means, the fact of the Çürpa being the principal Instrument, as also its 
present character, would have to be taken as mentioned with reference to the 
Action in question ; and as such there would be no ground for any Oompari- 
son or Secondary (indirect) character; and hence there would be a greater 
difficulty in the interpretation of the sentence. And thus there is no 
equality between the two theories. 


Sutra (30). If it were a Reason, it would be restricted (to 
the Qiirpa only); because of the specification. If it be urged that 
through singularity (the Darvi, &c., would also be taken as refer- 
red to),—then, in that case, there would be an indecisiveness of the 
Injunctions. 


This Qdira admits, for the sake of argument, the position of the 
opponent. Even if the sentence were an Injunction of the Reason that 


76 . TANTRA- VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA II—ADHI. ttt, 


Injunction could not be taken as referring to the Darvi, &c. Because it is 
distinctly with reference to the Çürpa that the sentence lays down the 
Reason, in the shape of its being an instrament in the preparation of food. 
And specially as such instrumentality is not recognised in ordinary experi- 
ence, tho ouly resource that we have, for taking the injunction to refer to 
the Darvi, &c., also, is to assume a Vedic text bringing forward an instance 
in support of the sentence in question. But for assuming such a text, the 
only ground that we can have is the apparent inconsistency of another 
direct Vedic text (the sentence in question); and as a matter of fact, this 
apparent inconsistency cannot justify the assumption of anything more 
than what is absolutely necessary for the consistency of the Vedic text in 
question. 

Then again, the connection of the Çürpa with the Homa having been 
laid down, the mention of the properties of any other things would be no 
reason for such relationship; and hence it would be necessary to mention 
a certain quality of the Gérpa alone,—viz., its instrumentality in the pre- 
paration of the food; and on account of the proximity of the description 
of the quality to a mention of the Cérpa, we conclude that the description 
refers to the Curpa alone. 

Even in ordinary parlance, we always find that when a certain property 
is mentioned in connection with a certain object, the quality is cognised, first 
of all, only as belonging to that object (as for instance in the argument ‘Fire, 
because smoke’; the smoke which is the Reason is cognised at first, as resid- 
ing in the particular mountain only); and itis only when the corroborative 
instance comes to be cited (‘ Whatever has smoke is fiery, as the culinary 
hearth’) that we come to recognise the fact that it is the smoky substance in 
general that is meant; as otlerwise, with the partionlar case alone, there 
could be no unified collective idea of the presence of fire (that is to say, 
unless we have an idea that wherever there is smoke there is fire, we cannot 
deduce the presence of fire from the presence of smoke). 

In the Veda, the Reason is not cognised as appertaining to what has 
to be proved by it, either in its genuine or specific form; the particular sort 
pf relationship has always got to be assumed in accordance with Apparent 
Inconsistency. And in the case in question, we find, (1) that a definite 
particular object (the Çürpa) is distinctly mentioned, (2) any generic justru- 
mentality is not ordinarily recognised, and (3) there is no ‘reason for reject- 
ing what is directly meutioned: and hence all the Apparent Inconsistency 
that there can be in the case is limited to the particular case (of the Çërpa 
being employed in the Homa and its being the instrament for preparing 
food) ; and as such it can justify the assumption of only that text which. 
would show an instance corroborating that particular case only; because it 
would be, in the absence of this particular instance only, that the mention, 
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of the Reason (with regard to the Çürpa) would remain inconsistent. On 
the other hand, if we omit to assume the fact of the Homa being connected 
with such other implements as the Darvi and the like, there is nothing, 
either directly perceived or mentioned in the Veda, that would remain 
inconsistent (for want of such an assumption). Therefore the only instance 
that we could assume would be in some such form as—‘ whichever Ọūrpa is 
found to be instrumental in the preparation of food, is also used in the 
offering of the Homa.’ 

The inference of such a text would be what is technically known as 
the ‘ Vigéshadrshita’ Inference. For ‘instance, even in ordinary experience, if 
the smoke that is perceived is recognised as proceeding from a particular 
grass, the fire that is inferred is also that proceeding from the burning of 
that grass, and not Fire in general; and again though the root ‘gam’ is 
generally recognised as denoting to go; yet when perceived, in the word ‘ gō’ 
(cow) f.i., after the word has been found to denote the particular animal with 
dewlaps, &c., it comes to be recognised as pointing to the ‘ going’ of the 
cow only, and not tothatof all moving things. Exactly in the same manner, 
inasmuch as the Reason—the Instrumentality in the preparation of food 
—has been mentioned in distinct connection with the ‘ Çūrpaą, it cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to any other things. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence would be this: ‘ Whichever 
Curpa is found capable of preparing the food should be used in the offering 
of the Homa’; and any other objects, the Darvi, &c., cannot be included in 
this. For instance, when a strongly blown fire is mentioned as the Reason 
for burning, it points to the fact that, if not strongly blown, the Fire would 
not burn, and not that the conch-shell, when strongly blown, would burn. 

Thus alone could any definite interpretation be arrived at. 

If however the‘ Instrumentality in the preparation of food, as men- 
tioned with reference to the Garpa,’ be taken as pointing to its concomitant 
—viz., the great genus (“ Instrument in the preparation of food ”)—, then, 
whatever is perceived in the world could, in some way or other, be spoken 
of as an ‘ instrument in the preparation of food’ ;and as such, there being an 
indecisiveness (as to the Instrument really meant), the sentence could be 
taken as referring to all the objects connected with the Homa; and hence 
the expression ‘instrumental in the preparation of food’ would be abso» 
lutely useless. | 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence cannot be rightly 
taken as laying down a Reason; and as such we must take it as containing 
a Praise (of the Ọrpa as the one thing to be used in the offering of 
the Homa). | 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[Treating of the Mantras. ] 


Sutra (31). “Because the Scriptures lay down directions (for 
the use of mantras, they cannot be meant to convey any mean- 
ings).” (A). 

Finding the word ‘ Anartha’ mentioned in the Parvapaksha in con- 
nection with the mantras, some people put forward the question of this 
Adhikarenu as—‘ Have the maniras any meaning, or are they absolutely 
meaningless’ P 

But this is not quite the correct form of the question considered here. 
Because all words are distinctly found to convey some sort of a meaning ; 
and as such there can never be any question as to their having a meaning ; 
for instance, Fire being found to actually burn certain things, we do not 
proceed to consider whether or not it is capable of burning. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, the potentialities of words are inferred from the effects 
that they actually bring about; and in the case of mantras, we find that 
as soon as they are pronounced, they convey a certain definite meaning. 
Nor are the Pérvapakshas on this point capable of being answered by the 
single Stitra 1—ii—40. 

For these reasons, considering the above question inappropriate, the 
Bhadshya lays down the question in the following form: “ Are the mantras 
meant to convey a meaning; or are they not so meant” P 

It may be argued that for the aforesaid reasons, even this’ question 
cannot be a fit object for discussion. But this is not trae; because even 
the sentences that have a definite meaning, we find to be of two kinds 
(some being pronounced for the purpose of conveying some meaning, while 
others are prononnced only for the sake of the verbal expression). And 
as a matter of fact, though the utterance of the sentence, and the convey- 
ing of its meaning, always go hand in haud, yet it is possible that thé 
desire of the speaker may lie in only one of these; and in this there is 
some sort of a difference between the two; for instance, when a person 
desires to express a certain fact, the utterance of the sentence comes as a 
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matter of course; whereas when he desires only to express the mere verbal 
forms of sentences, the expression of the meaning comes about only 
by the way (through the exigencies of the force of concomitant circum- 
stances); as we find in the case of Japa, and the repetition of mantras for 
the curing of poisons. Aud hence there is an occasion for discussion on 
this point. 

Objection : “ But what connection has this question got with the 
“treatment of the means of knowing Dharma” P 

Reply: We have already considered the Parvapakeha that the Veda 
having the sole purpose of pointing ont the Actions to be performed, that 
which is not found to serve such a purpose must be concluded to be useless 
and untrustworthy; and hence the question of the authority of the mantras 
in the matter of Dharma being only a phase of this previous Pérvapaksha, 
tle answer that we have given on the former occasion would apply to this 
case also; and as such there can be no need for bringing up the question of 
the authority of the mantras. Specially as we all know that when even 
such apparently incohereut sentences as—‘ He wept and from that was silver 
produced ’—are capable of being somehow or other made out to be an 
authority with regard to Dharma, there can be no doubt with regard to 
the authority of the mantras. And hence all that we have got to cousider 
now is the question of the particular uses of the mantras. 

That the mantras are neither Injunctions nor mere Valedictory sentences 
will be shown by the Author himself later on, when it will be pointed 
out that they eannot be Injunctions, because they have not the form of 
an Injunction; and that they cannot be Valedictory sentences, because there 
can be no Praise of that which is laid down elsewhere. Then the only 
nse that is left lies in the employment of the words of the mantras ; 
and hence it is only natural to consider the question as to their being used 
for the purpose of conveying some meaning, or for that of giving evpres- 
sion to the mere words, In the case of the Sdmas too, though they have 
no meanings, yet we can have a doubt as to whether they are pronounced 
merely for the sake of being pronounced, or for the sake of giving 
expression to the letters composing them. 

A question might here be asked—‘ How could the Pérvapaksha ac- 
count for the use of such mantras as are not connected with any direct 
direction in the Veda (and are used only iu accordance with their own 
meanings) ” ? 

To this, some people mako the following reply: “It is with a view 
to stop the use of such mantras that the Pérvapaksht proceeds to establish 
the fact of the speaker having no desire to convey any meaning by 
the use of mantras, because he knows that no one ever uses mantras 
that have no meanings. Thus it is that the sentence in the Bhdshya—do 
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the mantras help by the mere utterance—which savours of being the declara- 
tion of a well-established fact—ceases to be absolutely incoherent, And 
the evil motive lurking in the mind of the Parvapakshi is somewhat like 
this: ‘If the Stddhanti should declare that the mantras help by mere utter- 
ance, then I shall be able to show to him that such mantras can never be 
used.’ And the Purvapakshi, in the Bhdshya, in pointing out the use of 
the mantra ‘ Varhirdevasadandami,’ is found to be denying the fact of the 
mantra being used on the occasion of the chopping of grass; and what he 
means by this is to strike at the very usefulness of the mantra.” 

Or, it may be that the Pérvapaksha accepts the fact of the mantras 
being actually used, as being in accordance with the theory of persons 
knowing all about sacrifices; and hence not discussing this, it takes up 
another discussion. And as for the qnestion—‘ How is it that the theory 
of persons knowing the details of sacrifices has been left aside, and its 
correctness or incorrectness has not been tested’ P—, the reason why this 
point has been disregarded is this: That the mantras are actually used is 
a fact firmly established by the mere fact of their being accepted as such by 
all the best men of the three higher castes,—exactly like the works on Smrts ; 
this fact cannot be set aside; and henceit is the very source or basis of this 
fact that we proceed to consider. And if the Pūrvapaksha theory turns 
out to be the correct one, then, there being no other authority for the 
said fact, we shall seek for itin the Inference of Vedic texts laying 
down the use of the mantra in question; while in accordance with the 
Siddhanta theory the Indicative Power and the Context of the mantra itself 
would serve as the required authority. 

Or, the PUR VAPAK8H4A(A) may be expounded in the followingmanner. 
“That the mantras serve a distinctly useful purpose of man is pointed 
“out by the very Injunction of the study of the Veda; and hence whatever 
«is found to be in contact with the Darca-Pirnamdsa and other sacrifices, 
“ either through syntactical order or through Contezt, is accepted as serving a 
“ useful purpose; such for instance are the sentences dealing with the 
“ Praydjae, as also the forms of the mantras. Of these the former are found 
“to serve a purpose, by a distinct pointing out of what they directly signify 
(viz. the performance of certain minor sacrifices) ; and hence though they 
“ have certain verbal forms of themselves, they do not serve any purpose, 
“through these verbal forms. As for the mantras, however, they are found 
‘Sto be expressing meanings, that are not of any use in tlie sacrifices; and 
“as such we can have no need of these, so fur as their meaning is con- 
‘‘oerned; as for the purposes of Praise, Injunction, and Remembrance, 
“these are found to be fulfilled by other means; and hence we cannot 
“but conclude that the only purpose that the mantras can serve is in the 
“use of their mere verbal forms, as is also pointed out by the passages 
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“that lay down their uses. As for the Injunction of the study of the 
“ Veda, this too, having its purposes fulfilled by the more proximate 
“verbal text of the mantras, cannot extend to the more distant deno- 
“tation (or meaning) of these mantras. In the case of the passages 
“ dealing with the Praydjas, &c., also, though our first impression is that 
“of these also, it is the verbal text only that is to be employed,—yet, such 
“ use is concluded to be improper, when it is found that they express certain 
“ facts, that are distinctly useful in the actual performance of the sacrifices. 
“No such facts, however, are found to be expressed by the mantras. Then 
“again, it is only when the verbal text is not found to be of any use that we 
‘“ conclude the purpose of a sentence to be in what it signifies; in the case 
“of the mantras, however, we find that it is their verbal texts that serve 
“distinctly useful purposes. And even if the meaning of a sentence be 
“held to be more important than its verbal form, it is only to the word 
“that a person has to be directed first of all; becanse the meaning is 
“ expressed after the word has been used. And hence we conclude that 
“it is the mere verbal form of the mantra that is of use (in the per- 
“ formance of sacrifices). And it is in view of these facts that we have to 
“ take the following Pérvapaksha Sitras. 

« In consideration of the order of the Siddhadnta Sutras, we should 
‘‘ehange the order of the examples cited, from the ‘ Abhrydddna’ down- 
“wards. The Bhdshya, however, has not. paid any heed to the order of the 
“examples, because it was thought that the discussion would be equally 
‘“‘clear, wherever the examples might be cited, and hence he begins with 
“the mantra— Urupratha, Uruprathasva,’ &o. 

“Says the Bhdshya: Just as one who has eyes, &e. And the meaning 
“of this is that though a person who has his eyes intact, yet having his 
“ vision blurred by some cause or other, when he is found being led by 
“another person, the irresistable conclusion is that he does not see with his 
“eyes; and exactly, in the same manner, when a person comes across the 
“text of a mantra, though his first impression is that it has a certain mean- 
“ing, yet, as soon as he finds another sentence laying dawn its uses, he 
“naturally concludes that the mantra, itself, has not the capability of 
“indicating its own use; and this distinctly shows that the meaning of the 
“ mantra is tobe disregarded altogether; for if any importance were attach- 
“ ed to the meaning, the use of the mantra would be indicated by the mantra 
“ itself, through such a meaning. 

i “ An objection is raised in the Bhāshya: ‘The mantra may have the 
“ character of an Arthavada,—that is to say, as`a Praise of the Injunction of 
‘the mantra inferred from the exigencies of its indicative Force and Context.’ 

“ The reply given in the Bhashya is that itis not so; because Arthavddas 

“ have been shown to serve tle purpose of Praising only when taken along 
11 
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“ with Injunctions ; in a case however where the Injunction, whether direct 
“or inferred, appears apart from the passage in question, there being no 
“ Praise found in proximity to the Injunction itself, the necessary persua- 
“ sion is accepted as being acomplished by its own force; and as such, there 
“ being no need for any other persuasive agency, no remote Praise can serve 
“any useful purpose with regard to that Injunction. 

“ Similarly, too, in the case of the Abhryddana mantras, their very form 
“ points to the fact of their being employed at the action in question; and 
“ as such the subsequent direction that ‘ one is to hold by all the four’ is 
“useless. Even if this direction served the purpose of indicating the 
“ number ‘four’ (which is not indicated by the mantras themselves), the 
“ number thus indicated would be that which appertains to the mantras, and 
“ not to the Action ; because the property of one thing cannot be transferred 
“to another. The number too, not being an Action, could not be taken to be 
“laid down as an auxiliary to the Action. 

“Thus then, the construction of the sentence would be somewhat in 
“this form: ‘These that are four in number, by means of these, one should 
“ hold the Abhkryas’; but these were four, even before the declaration ; 
“hence the assertion would be absolutely useless. And furtherthe number 
“not being auxiliary to the principal Action, and there being no collective 
“ word, the potentiality in question would have to be accepted as appertain- 
“ ing to each of the four Abhryas; and as such there would be nothing to 
“ set aside the contingency of these being taken as four optional alterna- 
“ tives, 

“In accordance with our theory, however, the peculiar transcendental 
“result being only capable of being indicated by the repetition, there 
“would be no means of ascertaining its existence, before all the four had 
“been held ; and as such, it is only proper that these four should be taken 
collectively. 

“In the case of the sentence—Imdamagrbhnam, Sc., styacvabhidhans- 
“ madatié,—as for the holding of the reins of the Horse and the Ass, 
“it is distinctly indicated by the exigencies of the circumstances; and 
“as such there can be no injunction for the holding of these. And as 
“for the mantra too, its use is indicated by its very form; and as such 
“the direction ttydgvabhidhanimadatié cannot be of much use. 

“An objection is raised in the Bhdshya—‘ The direction would serve 
“ the purpose of rejecting the holding of the reins of the ass.’ 

“ And the reply given is—‘ na gaknoti parisankhydtum, parisancakshino 
“hi, &c., &. That is to say, in the word ‘ parisankhyd,’ the prefix ‘pari’ 
“signifying rejection, the word must be taken as denoting the idea of such 
“ rejection or exclusion ; and this idea could refer either to the holding of the 
“reins of the ass, or to the using of the mantra at such holding ; and both these 
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“alternatives are open to three objections, viz: (1) if the direction be taken 
* as an Injunction, then the said idea of the rejection would be that ‘such and 
“ such reins ‘are not held’; and in this the Injunction would be abandoning 
“ its own original meaning or purpose (of laying down the holding of certain 
“ reins}; (2) it would be necessary to bring in the meaning of another 
“ sentence—that the reins of the ass are not to be held (which is not signified 
“by the sentence in question) ; (3) we would have to set aside the 
“employment of the mantra at the holding of the ass’ reins, though sucht 
“ employment ia indicated by the form of the mantra itself. When how- 
“ever, the direction is taken as indicating a certain transcendental result, 
“ (as we hold) it could be taken along with anything we please, being ex- 
“ actly like a blind man. In the sentence ‘ ityagudbhidhanimadaitte, if there 
“were a certain definite relationship between the word ‘itt’ and the 
“word ‘agwibhidhanim, then it could be taken as indicating the re- 
“ jection (of the holding of the ass’ reins). As a matter of fact, however, 
“there is no such relationship; because all case-nonns having the pur- 
“pose of accomplishing the work of the Verb, there can be no mutual 
‘relationship among themselves; and for this very reason, the sentence 
“ too would be connected with the Verb only ; and this is only one; and the 
“ exigencies of the context and the particular transcendental result apper- 
“tain equally to both holdings (those of the reins of the horse and the 
“ aga); and hence there can be no Parisankhy@ or exclusion, 

“The Bhashya sums up the whole discussion thus :—Thus we conclude 
“ that the mantra, ‘ Varhird8vasadandami,’ cannot be tain as pointing 
“tq the fact of the mantra being employed in the chopping of grass. And 
“we find that the Principal Direction (laying down the procedure of 
“the sacrifice) itself distinctly points out all mantras to pe employed at the 
“ Principal sacrifice; and as such having no use apart from the perform- 
“ance of this sacrifice, they could never have any connection with the 
“ subsidiary Actions. Nor would there be any chance of the mantras being 
“repeated in the wrong place; because the occasion of their use is 
“fixed by the order of the context in which they occur ; and hence there 
« could be no chance of pedple ignoring the conditions of the sacrifices, and 
“ repeating at once the whole of the Anuvdka or Adhyaya (of the Veda 
“ dealing with the sacrifices). 


Sutra (32). (B) “Also, because of the fixed order of the 
sentences.” ; 


“Tn the case of the mantra— Agnirmirdha, &c., —the sense that would 
“be got from this form of the sentence would bo exactly the same as that 
« obtained, if the sentence were read as—‘ Miirdhagnih, fc.’ ; and as auch, 
“ any restriction or fixity of the order of the words would be useless (if any 
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“ meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra). If, however, we take 
“ the mantras as being repeated only with a view to a certain transcendental 
“result, following from a repetition of the words in a fixed order,—then 
“ there would be no ground for believing the same result to follow if the 
“ order of the words were changed ; and as such the restriction of the order, 
‘in this case, would serve a distinctly useful purpose. If it be urged that 
“ there is a certain transcendental result that follows from the cognition of 
“the meanings of each of the words in the particular order in which they 
“occur in the mantra,—then (we reply that) such a result would be accom- 
“ plished by the mere repetition of the text of the mantra ; because the 
“ particular order of the cognition of the meanings of the words depends 
“upon such repetition only. 

“In a case where the restriction is found to serve a visible pur- 
‘‘ nose, —for instance, the restrictions of roots, affixes and compounds, that 
“we meet with in connection with such words as ‘ Indragni,’ * Nilotpalam,’ 
“*‘Rajapurushah,’ ‘ Citraguh,’ ‘ Nishkaugambih,’ and the like—it is only 
« proper that we should have one; as, othérwise, the words would either be- 
“ come incorrect, or signify something totally different, or become absolutely 
“ meaningless. The sequence of the words in the aforesaid compounds is 
“in accordance with such rules as that—‘in a Dvandva compound the word 
“ that begins with a vowel and ends with the letters of the at pratyahara 
“should be placed first’ (Panini II—ii—33), and the like; and hence the 
“compound ‘agnindrau’ would be grammatically incorrect; and the 
“ compound ‘ Pyrusharajah’ would have a meaning different from that of 
“t Rajapurushah’; while the word ‘Kaugdmbinih ’ would be absolutely 
“ meaningless. If we meet with the word ‘ Agnindrau’ in the Veda, we 
“should explain the anomaly as being a peculiarity of the Veda, or formed 
“in consideration of the fact of Agni being taken as the more important 
“deity of the two; when, however, both of them are considered to be 
“of equal importance, ‘ Indrdgni’ would be the only correct form, 

“It may be urged that—‘in the case in question also, any change in 
“the order of the words would make the sentence lose the character of a 
“ muntra’ But this would be the case only if no meaning were desired to 
“ be conveyed by the manira; while (if the meaning were desired to be 
“ conveyed, then) inasmuch as a change in the order of the words would 
“not make any difference in the meaning of the mantra, we do not know 
“on what ground it could be said to lose its true character. 

(1) And thus the present Sdtra could be taken as pointing to the fact 
“of the character of the muntra being established with regard to a certain 
“sentence, on the ground of the order of the words being fied. (2) Or, it 
“ may be taken as laying down the fact of a mantra being used ata sacri- 
"fice in accordance with the rules laid down in a particular context, as a 
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“reason for holding that no meaning is desired to be conveyed by the 
“ mantra ; because if any significance were attached to the meaning of the 
‘mantra, there would be no such differentiation, in the case of the same 
“ mantra, as that, ‘this belongs to one sacrifice and that to another.’ (3) 
“ Or, it may be taken to mean that, inasmuch as the denotative power of all 
*‘sentences—whether occurring in mantras or in ordinary parlance—is 
“the same, any such restriction as that a certain sentence is a mantra 
“cannot but have a certain transcendental result in view. (4) Or, the 
“reason propounded in the Sŭtra may be taken as that, inasmuch as the 
“ Deity could be thought of by such means as contemplation and the liko, 
“ the fact of there being a restriction that it should be done by means of 
“the mantra only, shows that this restriction is in view of a certain trans- 
“ cendental result ; because as far as the visible results are concerned, there 
** appears to be no difference between the mantra and such other means as 
“ contemplation aud the like. 


Sutra (33). (C) “Because of the directions pertaining to the 
learned.” 


“We find that there is an Injunction,—‘One should move about, 
“ pronouncing agnid agnid’ ; and in connection with this it is urged that, 
“in accordance with the law arrived at in an Adhikaraza of Adhydya III, 
“ (Vide, I1]—viii—18) that an ignorant Priest is not in keeping with the 
tt injunctions of the Veda, it becomes necessary for the Priest to know the 
“ meaning of such words as ‘agnid’ and the like, before he begins the 
“ sacrifice itself ; and as such the direction accompanying these words could 
“ not be taken as pointing out the meaning of these words because (as for 
“one who does not know the meaning, he is not entitled to the position of 
“the Priest ; while as for the learned priest) the pointing out of the meaning 
“would be a useless repetition ; and hence we conclude that the direction 
‘must have been put forth only with a view to a transcendental result. 

“ Nor can it be urged that the mantra serves the purpose of reminding 
‘the Priest (of the meaning of the words); because such remembrance is 
“ found to be accomplished by means of the expert character of the Priest, 
“ obtained from a thorongh study of the Braimanas. And as for the means 
“ of manifesting this expert character, we could accept either the completion 
“of the previous action, or the duly studied Brahmana itself, to be this 
“ means; and hence the mantras could serve no |\seful purpose in connec- 
“ tion with this manifestation. . 

“Even the particular Sanskdra (or Capability), that is held to be 
‘‘ brought abont by means of the mantras, could bę none other than a certain 
“ transcendental result; and hence this theory |pomes within the Pérva- 
“ pakeha itself. 
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“ Then again, even when a meaning of the mantra is accepted, it id 
“ not found capable of serviug any visible purpose; so in this case also, 
“it becomes necessary to assume, in the end, a transcendental result. 
“Why then should not we assume such a one, in the very beginning, 
“ holding it to follow from the mere utterance of the mantra” ? 


Sutra (34). (D). “Because they speak of things that do not 
exist.” 


“We find a certain mantra speaking of ‘ four horns’; and certainly 
‘we do not perceive any such thing, in any way connected either with 
“the Primary or the Subsidiary Sacrifices. Even though it might be 
“taken as figuratively describing certain things in connection with the 
“sacrifice, yet as no such thing as the ‘four horns’ is found to be any 
‘‘object of the performance (of the sacrifice), there can be no use ‘of 
“reminding one of sucha thing. Specially as it is not quite clear when 
“and where the mantra in question is to be employed. While on the 
“other hand, it is quite clear, from the text of the mantra itself, and the 
“order of its words, that it has got to be repeated; and hence the 
“theory of the Purvapaksha becomes duly established. 

“The mantras— Ma ma hinsth’ (‘Do not kill, &c., &c.’), being laid down 
“ with reference to the altar, where the offering-material is kept, cannot 
“be admitted to be uttered with any desire to convey a meaning; because 
“such requests can never be proffered to an inanimate object (like the 
“ altar); as it is absolutely impossible for the altar to ‘kill,’ it is simply 
“absurd to request it ‘not to kill? ” 


Sutra (35) (E) “Because they are addressed to insensate 
things.” 

“We meet with such mantras as— Oshadhé trdyasva’ (Protect us, 
“O plant!), ‘Ornota gravanah’ (Listen, O ye stones!), which are ad- 
‘dressed with the purpose of attracting attention to the action in 
“ hand ; but no such attraction of insensate things is possible; nor can the 
‘direction prompt men either to the protection of the animal, or to 
“the listening to the Morning Hymn; and hence if any significance is 
“ attached to the meaning of these mantras, they are found to be absolutely 
“useless.” 


Sutra (36). (F) “Because there are contradictions in the 
signification.” 


“In the case of the mantra— Aditirdyauraditirantariksham ’—we find 
“that the same object is'spokén of both as ‘Heaven’ and ‘Sky’; so also in 
“the mantra—‘ Eko rudré na dvitiyo’ vatasthé,......csarkhyatah sahasrint yé 
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“vudrah, &e., &c.,’ we find the same Rudra mentioned both as one and as 
“many; and these are clear cases of self-contradiction. 

“Then again, how could Aditi, a Deity, be either the Heaven or the 
“Sky? Nor can these discrepancies be explained away as mere Praise; 
“ because it is only such Praises as are connected with certain Injunctions 
“that are accepted to have any use; and as for the Praise contained in 
“the mantra, it cannot serve any useful purpose; and as such we can 
“attach no importance to it.” 


Sutra (37). (G) "Because there is no teaching of the meaning, 
as there is of the text of the mantras.” 


“Tt is a universally admitted fact that the Veda is studied for the sake 
“ of the performance of sacrifices; and as such only that part of it has 
“to be learnt by people, which is found to serve a useful purpose in 
“such performance. And as a matter of fact, we find that all revered 
“teachers learned in the Veda put forth their efforts towards the teaching, 
“to the students, of the mere Verbal Text of the mantras, and not to- 
“ wards that of its meaning, though it is always in close proximity to the 
“text. And from this also we conclude that the mantras help in the 
“ performance of the sacrifice, by their mere recital. 


Sutra (38). (H) “Because their meaning is unintelligible.” 


“In the case of certain mantras, we find that the meaning of some 
“ Words cannot be made out; while in others we find whole sentences 
“ unintelligible. Nor can the meaning of the mantras help the sacrifice by 
“its mere existence, if it happens to be lost sight of at the time of the 
“ performance of the sacrifice. Hence we conclude that it is by its mere 
“ reciting, which can, always be douc, that the mantra can help the 
“ performance.” 


Sutra (39). (1) “Because they speak of transient things.” 


“ In accordance with the theory that the mantra is always used with 
“a view to the conveying of a certain meaning,—the mantra cau only 
“ point to that meaning, which belongs to it; and we find that some mantras 
“are capable of signifying only non-eternal (perishable) things; for in- 
“ stance—‘ What do your cows do in the Kikata country’? This mantra is 
“known to have been seen (propounded) by Vigwamitra, as is distinctly 
“ pointed out by a well-established tradition current among the students of 
“the Veda; at a certain time, he asked Indra for a gift of riches in 
“ order to enable him to perform a certain sacrifice ; and he is represented as 
“ asking Indra; ‘ Lord of the Three worlds, what are your cows doing in the 
“ Kikata country ’ P—the sense of the question being this—‘ the people of 
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“ that country are atheists, and regarding all sacrifices to be useless, they do 
“ not perform any; and as such they do not milk the cows for the prepara- 
“tion of the Soma; nor do they warm the atmosphere (by the sacrificial 
“ smoke}; and not warming the atmosphere they do not help in the bring- 
“ing of rain; therefore please carry the wealth that at present belongs to 
“ Pramaganda, the king of the Kikata, to my country, the Natcagakha ;- 
“TThe ‘bha’ for ‘ha’ in ‘dbhera’ is a Vedic anomaly; or the word 
“: abhara’ may be taken as equivalent to ‘ Vibhriht’=fatten up forus}; and 
“ 80, O Maghavan, fulfil this work of mine.’ [the long ‘ya’ in ‘ sandhay@’ is 
“a Vedic anomaly. ] 

“If this meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra in 
“ question, then this being distinctly found to be speaking of many tran- 
“ sient objects, the Veda (containing this mantra) would come to have a 
“ beginning, as composed by a human author; and this would wholly shake 
“its authoritative character. 

“Nor can the mantra be said to have another meaning; as it is not 
“found to express any other. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the case of mantras, we 
“ should attach no significance to the presence or absence of their meaning, 
“and must accept them as helping the performance of sacrifices, by the 
“ mere recitation.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (40). But there is no difference in the signification of 
sentences (in the Veda from those in ordinary parlance). 


The repetition of the mantra ending ia the mere comprehension of its 
verbal text cannot, by this alone, be recognised asin any way forming 
part of the sacrifice; specially as the mere letters of the mantra, like 
the materials used, not forming part of the Procedure of the sacrifice, can- 
not be held to be comprehended by means of the Context. 

Similarly, the cognition of the meanings of the component words also 
are wholly taken up by the indication of the meaning of the sentence 
(composed by them); and as such, this too cannot be said to be compre- 
hended by means of the Context. 

The only element then, that is left unutilised is the meaning of the 
sentence: and as such, it is this alone that can be regarded as pervading 
throughout the Context ; and being of the nature of an action, it supplies 
an integral factor in the declaration of the method of the action; and 
thereby it attains the character of the Procedure, inasmuch as it serves to 
remind us of that which has to be performed. 
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And in this case, there is no ground for assuming any transcendental 
result (as following from mere recitation). Because the only ground for 
such an assumption is the Apparent Inconsistency of something laid down 
in the Veda; and when this latter is duly justified on the ground of the 
mantra having a distinct meaning, there can be no ground for assuming 
any transcendental result to follow from it. Even when there might be 
au occasion for such an assumption, the transcendental result could be 
taken as following from a comprehension of the meaning of the sentence 
constituting the mantra, and not from the sentence itself, independently 
of its distinctly useful meaning. 

With regard to the visible and transcendental results of anything 
that has to be employed, we must bring forward evidences ; and in the 
case in question we find that the fact of the mantra having a visible use is 
borne out by the Indicative Power (Linga) of the mantra itself; whereas 
the fact of its having only a transcendental result can, at best, be supported 
by the Conéezt alone. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, no amount of Context can rightly lay 
down the employment of a certain thing accomplishing that which it is 
absolutely incapable of accomplishing ; and hence the long and short of 
the whole thing is that we should employ the mantra in the fulfilment 
of that which is capable of accomplishing. And as for the fact of the 
mantra bringing about any transcendental results, we bave no evidences 
of it, either in the Veda, or in ordinary experience. Consequently, the 
Context also would point only to a visible result for the mantra, thereby 
becoming quite reconciled with the Indicative Power of the mantra 
itself. 

Thus then, the usage of persons learned in the sacrifices becoming 
supported (by the mantra itself) there is no need of taking all the trouble 
vf assuming any other grounds (for the usage). And hence it is only 
natural to conclude that it is the meaning of the mantra that is the chief 
factor (being of use at the sacrifice). 

An objection is raised: “It is not so: because the mere fact of a 
“certain visible result having beon accomplished, cannot justify the con- 
“ clusion that that is the sole use of the mantra ; specially as, if the mantra 
“ does not bring about any result in itself desirable by man, the Injunc- 
“ tion of the study of the whole of the Veda would become useless. Nor 
“ can it be held to be necessary to assume the usefulness of the meaning of 
“the mantra, on account of the facts urged in Séfras 33, 34, and 35; and 
“when we cannot avoid the assumption of a transcendental result, in the 
“end, we must assume it to follow immediately from there repetition; for 
“ thero is no reason for postponing it; specially as the necessity of repeat- 
“ing the mantra is acknowledged by both of us; and it is this fact 
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“ that gives rise to the assumption of the transcendental result in ques- 
“tion.” 

To this, we make the following reply: In the performance of sacrifices, 
the only useful purpose that the mantra can serve lies in the indicating of some- 
thing auxiliary to the sacrifice. Though such auxiliaries are not capable 
of being used like the ordinary things of the world, yet the mere indication 
of the forms of these would help the performers of the sacrifice. Therefore 
we conclude that it is only those parts of the mantra—as the words of 
address, &c., in the Vocative—that do not serve the purpose of indicating such 
auxiliaries, that can be said to be uttered, without any desire on the part of 
tho speaker, to convey a definite meaning ; and this mere fact cannot justify 
us in rejecting the significance of the whole mantra; specially as there is noth- 
ing in the world that is always of one and the same form and character. 

For these reasons, inasmuch as a theory must be in keeping with well- 
recognised facts, we must conclude that such mantras as— Varhirdévasadan- 
dimt’—are always used with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 

As for the sentence ‘tdncaturbhirddatté (Vide Bhashya on Qitra 31) 
we offer the following explanation :— 


Sutra (41). The repetition is for purposes of qualification. 


Though the mantras are already got at by means of their own denota- 
tive power, yet the sentence in question, which lays down that ‘the four 
mantras are to be repeated at the time of holding the reins,” may be taken as 
laying down the number four. And hence, in accordance with the reasonings 
brought forward in connection with the passage—‘he purchases the Soma 
with an one year old cow, &c.,’—the qualifications tend to limit one another ; 
and hence, if no collective potentiality be admitted, there could not be an 
Injunction of the holding of the reins with the mantras numbering four; con- 
sequently it is clear that this Injunction is a direct result of the collective 
potentiality of the qualifications. 

Or, it may be that long before we proceed to assume, with reference to 
each particular manira, a distinct Vedic direction, as indicated by the 
indicative power of the mantras themselves,—the direct declaration in 
the shape of the sentence (‘he holds it with the four mantras’) will 
have enjoined the mantras as qualified by the number four; and as such 
enjoining something not got at by other means, the sentence comes to be a 
pure Injunction. 

As for the pointing out of the mantras themselves, these could be 
pointed out by their own indicative power, even without the direction ; 
and as such the sentence in question could be of very little use in that con- 
nection ; consequently we take the direction to have the sole purpose of 
pointing out the number four, which is not got at by any other means. 
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Sutra (42). There is an exclusion. 


So long as the purpose of the laying down of the mantra has not been 
duly realised, and the treatment of the subject-matter remains deficient in 
certain points, whatever assumptions we might make, for the accomplish- 
ment of these purposes, must be accepted as having the support of the 
Veda; while when all deficiencies have been supplied, if we make the 
slightest assumption, it cannot but be absolutely without any authority. 
And we shall show later on that Indicative Power, Context, &c., have 
no authority of their own, unless they point to a direct Vedic text. 

It is with all this in view that the Bhashya says—It ts only when there 
ts a sentence that the Indicative Power of Words can serve to point out the use of 
the mantra. That is to say, it is only when the Context enables to ascer- 
tain whether the manira is to be employed in the offering of the sacrifice or 
in the holding of the reins, that the addition of the clause ‘ the reins of the 
horse ’ can serve to restrict it. 

Says the Bhdshya: The construction of the Vedic direction is not that 
‘with the mantra one should hold,’ but that‘ he should hold the reins of the 
horse’; and this refers to the relationship of the verb,—no relationship 
with the noun being possible,—and not to mere relationship in general; and 
thus we conclude that the mantra is laid down as to be used, rot in all 
holding, but in the holding of the horse’s reins. 

Or, it may be that what the sentence does is to bring forward the 
subsequent relationship of the noun in the Accusative case; because this is all 
that is necessary for the particalar result aimed at (that is to say, the 
relationship is that of the particular Noun, and is perceived after the 
Injunction of the holding with the mantra of the reins of the horse). 

In any case the objections urged under Stra I—ii—31 do not apply to 
our theory, if we accept the explanation thus put forward. If the direction 
contained in the Veda expressed exactly what is denoted by the mantra, 
then alone could we be subject to reproach. 

It may be urged that—‘in that case this comes to be an Injunction 
of something not otherwise got at; and as such it should not be spoken of 
as an Heclusion.’ But inasmuch as we speak of it in accordance with what 
it actually comes to be, the objection cannot affect us. Because in all 
cases, except where we have the word ‘ Parisatkhyd’ (Exclusion) itself, or 
the word ‘ Hva,’ the Veda does not exactly mean that it is a real Parisaa- 
khy@ (Exclusion) or Niyama (Restriction). Hence in the case in question 
it is an Injunction that is spoken of as ‘ Parisakkhy@,’ on account of the 
peculiar character of what it finally leads to. 

Question: “ What then would be the difference among Injunction, 
Restriction and Exclusion ” ? 
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Reply : An Injunction is of that which lays down something not got 
at by any other means; we have a Restriction where the thing in question 
is already got at partially: and we have an Exclusion where the thing is 
found to exist in two contrary positions. 

And thus we find that it is the Injunction itself, which, by certain 
qualifications, comes to adopt these three forms. 

For instance, (L) in a case where we find that the act in question has 
never been got at, nor is there any chance of getting at it by any other 
means but by the sentence in question, we cannot but admit it to be a pure 
order; and this is what is known as ‘Injunction’ proper; e.g., ‘ Vrihin 
prokshati.’ 

(2) In a case where it is found that apart from the sentence in question, 
the act is partially got at by other means, then the Injunction that mere- 
ly supplies the part that is wanting, serves as a restriction, and as such is 
known as ‘ Niyama’ (Restriction); e.g., ‘ Vrihin avahanti,’ where we find 
that the threshing of the corn being pointed out by the mere fact of its 
serving the purpose of preparing the rice, the mere threshing cannot be 
held to be the sole object of the Injunction, which must be taken as sup- 
plying the element that is wanting (not being got at by any other means); 
because unless this additional something were pointed out by the Injunc- 
tion, the mere preparing of the rice being capable of being accomplished 
by other means also, these other means would also come to be the objects 
of Injunction. When however, the missing element is supplied by the 
Injunction, then the preparation of the rice comes to be only implied by 
the sentence secondarily, and not expressed by it directly. 

Nor can the Restrictive Injunction be taken merely as rejecting the 
other alternative (of preparing the rice by other means); because in that 
case it would be only a Parisankhya. And the restricting of the means 
of the preparing of rice to threshing only is more proximate (to tho sentence) 
than the setting aside of another alternative. So long as there was an idea 
of the rice being capable of being prepared by both means, there was no such 
restriction as that it should be done by threshing only; and hence when 
this restriction has been accomplished by the Injunction, all other alter- 
native methods fall off by themselves. And further, the Injunction is 
not found to have been laid down after we had cognised all the methods 
of preparing rice; and as such none of these could be set aside by the 
Injunction ; for it is only that which has been cognised to be applicable 
that can be set aside; ; In fact, it was prior to any such recognition that the 
person was prompted to an action; and in the prompting, the potentiality 
of the thing in question to point to many methods having been restricted, 
only one of these has been pointed ont by the sentence in question; and 
as for the setting aside of the other methods, this is cognised only as a 
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necessary consequence of the former restriction ; and hence the sentence is 
not named in accordance with this setting aside (or Baclusion). 

(3) In a case where, prior to the direction contained in the sentence in 
question, both methods have been already coguised as applicable to the 
case in question,—and where there is a chance of both being employed,— 
we have a rejection of one of them in favour of another; and this is a 
case of Parisankhyd (Exclusion) ; e.g., the sentence already in consideration 
(‘ Agvabhidhanim, Sc.’ ), and also in the case of the fifth alternative of the 
Grhamédhiya sacrifice. 

But in the case in question, the sentence does not appear actually after 
both actions have been pointed out, because we have not assumed any Vedic 
direction for the holding of the reins of the ass; hence all that we mean is 
that if we had not the sentence ‘ityaguabhidhanim, Şc., then, the mantra could 
be employed in the holding of the reins of the ass also. Specially as in the 
case of all direct assertions of the Veda, we do not take them as serving 
the sole purpose of barring the way of all assumed sentences; (that is to 
say, if it were so, then the sole use of the sentence in question would be 
in this barring, and it could not be taken as setting aside the application 
of the mantra to the holding of the reins of the ass); because what would 
be the use of having a sentence for a purpose (the barring of the way of 
assumed sentences) that could be served by other means? Hence for the 
sake of the Vedic sentence in question, we assume its purpose to lie in the 
setting aside of the application of the mantra to the holding of the 
ass’ reins. 

Thus then, taking for granted, for the sake of argument, the opposite 
contention, we offer the following explanation: If we had not the sentence 
in question, what would be the nature of the action performed? The 
mantra would come to be employed in the holding of the reins of the horse, 
and also in that of the reins of the ass. When however the use of the 
mantra is distinctly restricted by the sentence in question, all that we 
want to know being duly pointed out, no room is left for the assuming of 
Vedic texts laying down the common application of the mantra (to the 
reins of the horse as well as of the ass); and hence it comes to be definitely 
ascertained that the mantra is to be employed in the holding of the reins 
of the horse only; and thus there being uo repetition, the sentence in 
question is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose. 


Sutra (43). Or, it may be an Arthavada. 


In the case of the sentence—‘* With the mantra ‘O, magnificent one, 
become greatly magnified,’ he enlarges the cake,’’—followed, at a certain 
distance, by the sentence, ‘by this the master of the sacrifice himself 
becomes magnified,’—though the latter, being in a different place, cannot be 
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taken as eulogising the former injunction of the mantra, yet inasmuch’ 
as it is the magnifying or enlarging of the cake that forms the object 
of the Injunction, the whole sentence could be useful, only if it helped 
in persuading the agent to such. enlarging ; and it is in support of such 
persuasion that we have the latter sentence. 

Objection: “ As the cake itself could not be prepared without an 
enlargement (of the lump of flour), any Injunction of such enlargement 
would be absolutely useless.” 

Reply: This is not necessarily the case; for if the dough happens 
to be rather loose, it would be advisable to enlarge it by the addition 
of more flour; and hence what the Injunction does is to lay down that the 
flour should be kneaded in such a way as to leave it capable of being 
increased (by the addition of more flour). And thus too, it becomes clear 
that the enlarging is to be done by the Adhvaryu priest; because the 
mantra in question, when repeated, comes to be known as ‘ Adhvaryava 
mantra, and thereby restricts itself to a particular agent. As for that 
which is implied by the mantra itself, inasmuch as that could not form the 
basis of any name (of the mantra), it could not by itself definitely point 
to any particular agent. Hence even though the meaning of the mantra 
could be wholly got at from itself, yet we must comprehend its meaning 
by means of one subsequent sentence. 

Thus then we find that the praising of the enlargement serves a 
distinctly useful purpose. 

Objection : “ In that case the praise of the enlargement being accom- 
plished by means of the sentence—‘ verily it magnifies the master of the 
sacrifice himself,’—the mention of the mantra would be absolutely useless.” 

Reply: Not so ; because the valedictory sentence has been added with 
the sole view of praising the mantra alone; and the whole thing comes to 
this: The enlargement should be done; the mantra serves as a means of 
this enlargement ; and to the mantra are also added the words ‘uru tē 
yajnapatih prathatam’ (May your master of the sacrifice also become magni- 
fied!). And in that case, the sentence, ‘ Verily the master of the sacrifice 
himself becomes magnified,’ comes to point out a sacrificial accessory (in 
the shape of a few words to be added to the mantra). 

The Bhashya puts the question: ‘Ie this then the sole purpose of the 
sentence’ (‘ Yajnapatimava, §c.’) P—and answers it in the negative ; because, 
as a matter of fact it serves the purpose of praising, in accordance with the 
rule laid down in the Sūtra [V—iii—1. And though in the case in question, 
on account of the mantra being laid down as an Instrument (in the enlarging 
of the cake) we assume the fact of the master of the sacrifice being magni- 
fied to be the result following from the said enlargement, yet that which is 
described in the Brahmara cannot but be regarded as a Praise. Specially as 
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the mantra also, having its use pointed out by the indicative power of its 
own words, cannot, by itself, point to a Result. Anything, of which the 
use is pointed out by the Instrumental case-ending, cannot but be taken as 
bringing about a particular result, as otherwise any employment of it 
would be wholly inexplicable (apparently inconsistent). Whereas a text 
whose existence is inferred from the indicative power of certain words in 
the mantra stands in need of the mention of an Action, and as such comes 
to be recognised as to be used merely in the pointing out of the Action. 
Consequently, even a mantra that is so inferred should be taken as a Praise, 
consisting of the description of the principal result (following from the 
action in question). 

The Bhashya raises the question: ‘ How is it that the sentence in ques- 
tion uses the word prathayati, when there is no real prathana (increase) ’ ? 

To this question an objection is raised: “ To which prathana does this 
“ question refer P—(1) to the prathana of the cake that forms the object 
“of the Injunction, or (2) to the prathana of the master of the sacrifice, 
“mentioned in the Arthavdda? In both cases, the question is not 
“quite proper; because, (1) as for the prathana of the cake, inasmuch 
“ags it is directly enjoined, there can be no question with regard to it; 
“and secondly, the question could not be taken as referring to the 
“ prathana of the cake; because the reply that the Bhdshya gives to 
“the question is that—‘ the existence of the prathana is pointed out by 
“ the mantra itself’ ; while as a matter of fact, we find that the prathana 
“of the cake is not so pointed out,—it being an entity in itself; and as 
“such the reply would be altogether irrelevant. (2) If again the question 
“ be taken as referring to the prathana in the Arthavada—the question being 
“ just like the question with regard to the Arthavdda (‘ He wept ’)—‘ How 
“ when there is no actual weeping, &c., dc.’ P—in that case too, the reply that 
‘Sis given would be totally incoherent ; because the mantra being employed 
“by the Adhvaryu priest in the prathana of the cake, the prathana is dis- 
“ tinctly found to be connected with the cake, and not with the master of 
..“‘the sacrifice. Therefore the passage containing the question cannot be 
“accepted as a part of the Bhdshya and must be regarded as an inter- 
“ polation.” 

But as a matter of fact whichsoever of the two alternatives be accepted, 
there is no incoherence in the question. (1) Granted that the prathana 
questioned about is that of the cake; we find that the procedure adop- 
ted by some sacrificers is that they employ the mantra in describing the 
cake, after it has been enlarged ; and it is one of these sacrificers that puts the 
question from his own stand point—‘ how is it that one enlarges the cake with 
the mantra, before the enlargement has been accomplished’? And the 
answer that is given half admits the contention,—it being, that ‘on 
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account of its being pointed out by the mantra’: that is to say, inasmuch 
as the enlargement, being an already accomplished fact, could not be per- 
formed with the mantra, all that the mantra does is to describe it as an 
accom plished jfact, 

Or, it may be that in the case of all objects, the operations of the 
Prompter are always preceded by those of the Prompted ; and the same must 
be the case with words also. Soin the case in question, the enlargement has 
been said to be enjoined, for the sake of the accomplishment of the object 
of the Praise. 

“On this, the following question is raised: “No such Injunction is 
“possible ; because there can be no object of Injunction in this case. If 
“we had any cognition of the action of the Prompter, then alone could 
“it refer to an Injunction; but as a matter of fact no action of the 
“ Prompted being mentioned, no action of the Prompter can be cognised ; 
“and hence, as unless the expression ‘should sacrifice’ has been pronounc- 
“ed, we do not make use of the words, ‘he sacrifices,’ so in the case in 
“question, so long as the (prompting) words ‘should enlarge’ have nof, 
“ been uttered, we cannot say ‘he enlarges’; nor have we any Injunction-— 
“either in the form that ‘the cake should be enlarged,’ or that ‘ the 
“ mantra should be employed in its enlargement’; and in the absence of 
“such an anyanehon, the declaration ‘enlarges’ must be regarded s an 
= absurdity.” 

It is this declaration that is justified in the reply given in Me 
Bhashya: ‘on account of its being pointed out by the mantra.’ That is to 
say, the Injunction is contained in the Brāhmanņna words ‘ he enlarges,’ 
which contain the opening words of the mantra, that express the action 
of the prompted (man). 

Says the Bhdshya—‘ He who utters the words be enlarged enlarges the 
cake’; and this simply shows that all that the Adhvaryu priest does is to 
fulfil the making of the cake. 

Though another reply that was possible was that the word can very 
easily accomplish the functions of the Prompter, even without making 
any mention of the action of the Prompted, whose activity is taken for 
granted,—yet the Bhāshya has spoken of the fact of the priority of the 
mention of this latter, because of the richness of the materials for replying 
that it had at its command. 

(2). Or, the question may be taken as referring to the enlargement of 
the master of the sacrifice,—the sense of the question being that ‘all Praise 
having some sort of a basis, either in fact, or in mere words, what sort of a 
basis has the Praise in question got’? And the reply given is that the 
Praise is based upon what is described in the mantra. 

The assertion that ‘the Adhvaryu privest addresses the mantra to the 
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cake’ does not refer to the actual enlargement of the c ke; but what it 
means is simply that the priest addresses the cake—'‘ May thp master of 
yg r sacrifice become magnificent.’ The particle ‘iti’ afte prathasva’ 
t yused in the sense of etcetera, and not as pointing to ’ ee word 
‘ prathasva.’ The sentence—‘ He who says become magnyfig if, iC., means 
that ‘He who says may your sadu $ fi enlarged’; the »,paning of the 


sentence thus comes to be that" one ¥who says «uuy the .scrificer b Qoome 
magnificent thereby actully req iĝ bi magnifi¢ent ’,—this meaning be {28 
got at by means of indirects se ngurat ve) indication. 

Or, the word ‘prathayati’ may be explained in its direct original * 
sense of ‘speaks of the enlargement * and thus it is upon this mention of 
enlargement that + x Praise may be said to be based. 


Sutra (44). The Assumption is not incSmpStible. 


It has been urged (under Sétra 32) that the utterance of the mantra 
can have only a transcendental result. And for one who holds this view, it 
would be necessary to assume an altogether different transcendental result, 
that would follow from the particular order of the words in the mantra ; 
and inasmuch as we could also assume such a result to follow from the 
particular signification of the maniru there can be no incongruity in this 
assumption. 

The same reasoning applies to the argument based (in the same Sätra) 
upon the fact of only certain sentences being recognised as mantra (as 
apart fiom other sentences having the same meaning). That is to say, 
even though there are other means of expressing the same meaning, it is 
only the particular form of a sentence that is recognised as a mantra. 
Yet the leaving off of the other menns, (and the employment of the par- 
ticular mantra) could be assumed to bring about a definite transcendental 
result. And hence it is established that the mantras are meant to convey 
a certain meaning. 


Sutra (45). In reference to the directions (relating to the 
mantras), there can be no objection based upon the reproach 
attaching to the action (of signification); because it serves the 
purpose of purification. 

It has been urged under Sura 33 that, in the case of the sentence— 
' Agnid agnid viharét’—theie can be no significance of the manira, because 
in that case it would express only what is expressed in the direction, which 
would be absurd; and that for this reason, the action of signification 
(with regard to the mantra) cannot be admisible. 

But this objection is not applicable ; because the direction in question 
serves the purposes of purification. That is to say, though the significa- 
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tion of the mawira is duly comprehended at the time that it is studied, 
yet, inasmush, as the idea obtained at that time is not capable of continuing 
in the man’s’ mind, till the time when he is going to perform a certain 
sacrifice, it ’bé, vmes necessary for him to recall what has been learnt befare ; 
and what the q, tion does is to point out that the mantra alone is to be 
employed as the yreans for recalling hat idea. 
Or, we ma- explain t ʻe clause ‘ dana s zuatvrāt’ in the following manner: 

If, the comprehension of the mantra had 1 ‘ned permanent, there would 
Pe no room for any directions ; in tle case in question however, it is only 
‘a slight impression of the former co.upreheusion that remains in the mind ; 

and as such there is an occasion for a full manifestatic pf this impression, 
by means of the (; sa produced by the said direc’; and hence the 
mantia cannot be rey fd as meaningless. 


Sutra (46). The significant mantra is an Arthavada. 


The sentence ‘ four horns, &c.,’ serves, through a Metaphor, to eulogise 
the sncrifice ; and as such serves the purpose of encouraging the sacrificer 
at the time of the performance. 

The mantru is employed in rezayd to the Butter, of the Hotr priest, 
in connection with the Vishuvat Homa; and inasmuch as (1) this Homa 
is related to Agni, and (2) the Day has the Sun for its Deity—it is Agni 
that is praised in the shape of the Sun. 

Thus then the “four horns” refer to the four parts of the Day ; the 
“three feet” to the three seasons, Winter, Summer, and the Rains; “ two 
heads ” =the two half-yearly periods ; “ seven hands ” is meant as a praise 
for the seven horses of the Sun ; “ thrice bound ” refers to the three offering- 
times (morning, midday, and evening); “ Bull (vrshabha)” serves to 
eulogise the Sun as the cause of rain (vrshti); ‘cries (roruvitt)”’ refers to 
thunder; and the Sun, being known to all the world is spoken of as “ the 
Grea‘ God, who entered into all living beings”; and the meaning of this is 
that iu serving the purpose of encouraging men He entered into their 
hearts. 

In tuis way then, the mantra is found to serve the purpose of recall- 
ing certain means of accomplishing a certain Dharma. 


Sutra (47). On account of the expression being figurative, 
there would be no contradiction. 


It has been urged under Sütra 36, that in such mantras as ‘ Aditi is 
Heaven,’ we find a certain contradiction of facts. Bnt the fact is that the 
sentence does not actually mean that Aditi is Heaven itself; all that is 
meant by it is the mention of Aditi; and the attribution of several proper- 
ties to this Aditi is with a view to the praise of that deity ; and the rela- 
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tionship of the two may be explained through figurative inte: pretation ; 
just as in the case of the Adhikarana on ‘Audumbara.’ (Adh. I, Pada iii). 


Sutra (48). The fact of (the learning of the meaning of 
mantras) not being mentioned in the sentence laying down the 
study of the Veda is due to the fact of (such knowledge) not having 
any connection (with the actual performance of sacrifices). 


” Though the idea combated in this Sätra has not been brought forward 
in the Pérunpaksha, yet, inasmuch as it is quite possible that it may be 
brought forward, the Sv4ya offers an explanation of it. If, at the time of the 
study of the Veda...the mention of the meaning were of any use, then it 
would certainly Iu islebeen mentioned in the Injunction; but as a matter of 
fact, such is not the case; as it bears no connection with the actual perform- 
ance of sacrifices, And as for the getting up of the meanings (in the 
same way as the text is got up), this is not enjoined, because, the ascertain- 
ing of the meaning of a mantra, being like the ordinary acts of wash- 
ing, &c., is a much easier affair than the getting up of the mantra itself. 


Sutra (49). Moreover, there is an ignorance of really existing 
(meanings). 

It has been urged under Sätra 38, that the meaning of some mantras 
cannot be made out. But this is scarcely true ; because as a matter of fact, 
there is always a certain meaning present; and it is only when there isa 
certain discrepancy in the anderstanding of the man that he fails to com- 
prehend it. 

The means of getting at the meanings of mantras are the following : 
(1) The use of the mantra, (2) the Context, (3) the particular hymn in which 
it occurs; (4) the Deity to whom it refers, (5) the she who propounded it, 
(6) such explanatory works as Nigama, Nirukta, Vydakarana, aud the like. 
And the only reason why all these are kept up is that they help us in get- 
ting at the true meanings of mantras. 

And just as in the case of Grammar, as it always refers to well known 
words, such agencies as those of ‘delesion,’ ‘ modification,’ &., are 
brought in only as means to an end (the explanation of already existing 
forms of words); and yet ignorant people think that Grammar creates 
new words by these means ;—so in the same manner, in the case in question, 
in the matter of the comprehension of the meaning of eternal sentences 
(composing the mantras), the mention of the names of the Ashis who 
propounded them,—though appearing to deprive the mantra of its eternal 
character—only serves as the means of getting at their real meanings. 

Then again, (1) we find that, while explaining a certain sentence, people 
often adopt the plan of speaking of the words as intelligent beings, and then 
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attributing to them certain functions of signification,—as when they say ‘this 
word says this while that word says something else’ and so forth; (2) and also 
when explaining a discussion, the two opponents are only assumed for the 
sake of a clear exposition of the two sides of the question; exactly of 
the same kind is the assumption that a certain mantra was propounded 
by such and such a Rshi. s 

Or, it may be that the mantras were actually uttered by these Rshis ; 
but that does not mean either that they were compose? by them, or that 
they were not known to other people and were bronght out by them ; 
but the fact is that, just as even now-a-days wht." a man wishes to say 
something, in order to strengthen his assertion, he atf- es some old saying 
or verse instead of expressing the seme idea in his u svords,—so in the 
same manner, in the case in question, Bhrgu and other Rshis learned in 
the Vedas and having their minds fully saturated with Vedic sayings, 
quoted certain significant muntras, with a view to express their own 
thoughts, in their ordinary parlance, instead of framing their own sentences ; 
and it is owing to this that at present we come to take the mantras 
as inseparable from such meanings (as were expressed secondhand by 
these mantras); and it is thus that they come to be connected with non- 
eternal facts, &c.; and the recalling 5f the name of the shi is only with 
a view to show that the idea expressed is supported by authority. 

In connection with this, people relate a story to the effect that a certain 
Rski, Bhitanca by name, in order to conquer old age and death, addressed 
the Hynns ‘ Srnyéva, &c.,’ to the Acwins ; and as towards the close of the 
Hymn, we find the words ‘ Bhitango Gwindh Kamamapra,’ this shows 
that the Hymn was addressed by the Rshi Bhūtānça to the Acwins. And 
as for the words themselves, “ Srnuē ” = those that are driven by the Srni 
or the goad,—viz.: elephants; the broad ‘a’ (in Srinya) is a Vedic form 
of the dual ; ‘yarbhari ’=having all the right parts of the body engaged in 
striking ; ‘éurphart’=killing; ‘ naitāshan ’ = fighting; or ‘turphari naita- 
shan * =striking and killing like fighting soldiers; ‘ parpharika’ = bril- 
liant ones ; ‘udanyatth ’ =the cataka birds born during the rains ; ‘y@manaw’ 
= having plenty of water (jémana, which has the possessive force) ; and the 
sense is that, just as these birds are intoxicated on obtaining water, so in 
the same manner, these are ‘ madéra ’=intoxicated ; and may these two 
make one ‘jardyu marayu ;' i.e., free from old age and death. Thus the 
purport of the whole sentence comes to be this: ‘The Acwins—who strike 
at their enemies and kill them, as if they were two elephants urged by the 
goad,—and though thus striking, they shine with beneficence; and being 
intoxicated with wine, just as the cataka birds are with water,—may these 
A¢wins free me from old age and death !’ 

The Hymn beginning with ‘ Amyak satah’ proceeded from the Rshi 
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Agastya; and he addressed it to Indra, with a viow to obtain the wenlth 
of immortality ; hence it is that in the following verse, we find the asser- 
tion—‘ May you, Indra, give us that wealth.’ And itis in the light of this 
sentence that the verse in question should be taken. The verse, then, is 
found in the Hymn addressed to the Maruts, recited on the second day of 
the Chandomat ; and the word ‘ amyak ’= companion, being formed from the 
indeclinable ‘amd,’ (the same that is found in the word ‘amdatya’); hence 
‘amyaked’=ama (saha) ancuti, i.e, that which lives together; ‘ Rshti’ 
=a weapon thrown by the hand ; ‘asm@’=for us; ‘ sanémi’=ancient ; 
‘abhram’=water, the Maruts; ‘gunanti’=aprinkle; ‘ agnigcit’ brings for- 
ward asimile; ‘atus®’=dry grass; ‘ gugukvan’=burnt; and ‘ just as the 
water gets at the island, so do you get at the foodstuffs.” When taking the 
sentence as a whole, the first word-is to be taken with the third, and the 
second with the fourth ; and the pronoun ‘sa’ implies a corresponding ‘ yat, 
in the third foot of the verse ; the meaning being that ‘ that which appears 
like Fire among dry grass, such a weapon of yours, your constant companion, 
extremely dear to you, has become ours, through your kindness ; and those 
that sprinkle water in the form of rain, and hold all foodstuffs, as the water 
holds the island, these, being your dear friends, have become ours ; and thus 
having become like us please impart to us your immortality.’ 

The Hymn ‘ Ekuyā, &., is also addressed to Indra, the meaning being— 
by a single effort, i.e., all at once, Indra drank, the ‘ sara@nsi’==the vessels 
filled with Soma; ‘ Kanuka '=desirous, the word being a Vedic modification 
of the word ‘ Kamuka,’ while the broad ‘&@’ indicates the particular case- 
termination; or the word ‘Kdnuka’ may be taken as synonymous with 
‘ Kāntakāni, &c., that have been mentioned in the Nirukta as synonymous 
with it. 

Thus then in the case of all mantras, it being found to be quite possible 
for learned people to get at their meanings even though they may not be 
generally known, yet there is nothing incongruvus in the acceptance of 
these meanings in the Veda. And as such the fact of mantras having 
certain definite meanings cannot be denied. 


Sutra (50). The presence of the mention of transient things 
has already been explained. 


That is, under the Sūtra I—i—31l. The Master of the Sacrifices is 
always the petitioner, and Indra the person appealed to; and as for the 
word ‘ Kikata,’ though it is the name of a country, yet this country is not 
transient; or the word may be taken as synonymous with ‘ Krpandh’ (Misers) 
that exist among all people. ‘ Pramaganda” is the name of the usurer; be- 
cause such a one gives awny in the hopes of getting back more in return 
(which is signified by the parts of the word ‘ pramaganda’), “ Nicacak- 
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hah”’=the impotent man; and the wealth that belongs to him is “ Naiga- 
çãkha ”; and ‘as this wealth is of use in sacrifices, while they themselves 
do not perform any, therefore ploase make over all that wealth to me.’ The 
rest is clear enough. 


Sutra (51). The teaching through expressive power shows 
that the mantra has the same meaning. 


In the sentence ‘ Agnéyydgnimupatishthaté,’ the fact of the word 
‘Agnéyt’ pointing out Agni to be its Deity, throngh the indicative 
power of the word, distinctly shows that the mantra itself is capable of 
pointing to Agni. That is to say, the nominal affix in ‘agnéyi’ is one 
that is possible only when the compound means ‘that whereof the Deity 
is Agni;’ and again it is a well recognised fact that that object (or Deity) 
which is directly pointed out by the mantra, is its own Deity ; and the 
fact of the mantra belonging to any particular Deity cannot be established 
by the mere mention of the name of that Deity, in the mantra; for 
instance in a mantra that is well known to belong to a single Deity, even 
though the names of many Deities may be present, yet that does not make 
the mantra pertain to these deities, And we cannot ascertain which Deity 
is directly expressed by the mantra, unless this latter be admitted to have 
a certain signification; and hence also the mantras cannot be absolutely 
meaningless. 


Sutra (52). 8o also is the Uha. 


As for au instance of dha, in the case of the sentence ‘the Mother 
grows not,’—as the growing of the age and fatness, &c., of the body of the 
mother is an apparent fact, it cannot be rightly denied; and hence, in 
accordance with the rule laid down under S#tra III—i—18, it is concluded 
that the denial of growth refers to the Word. But in case of the word, 
there can be no such growth as fattening, &c.; consequently the word 
‘growth’ is taken in the general sense of ‘ more material ;’ and accordingly 
the denial is concluded to be that of the Dual and Plural numbers of the 
word. And such a denial is possible only when the sentence in question 
has a meaning, which points to the possibility of the mother, &c., of all 
animals being taken up, as also to the cognition of the presence of the 
‘growth’ of other words. 

Though in the case of the Mother, Father, &c., these words being 
relative terms, and thereby pointing to their relatives, the difference 
among them would be established by the difference among their respective 
relatives themselves, and as such there can be no #ha in this case ;— 
yet, inasmuch as it is a well recognised fact that there can be no wha in a 
case which is amenable to a definite law, while there isan ğha in cases not 
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amenable to any law, it is clear that in the case in question, a certain 
meaning must have been desired to be conveyed by the sentence. For 
otherwise, all the particular transcendental results would follow from the 
same word without its being in any way modified. 

So also the sentence— tvam hi agné prathamé manotä, &c.,’ shows that 
though the animal may be dedicated to another Deity, the Manota hymn 
to be employed must be that which is sacred to Agni; and this meaning of 
the sentence would be possible only when the hymns sacred to other Deities 
—Vayu for instance—could be pointed out by Uha. 

So also in the sentences ‘usrdndm méshdnam, &c.,’ the mention of the 
various animals—which are really pointed out by Üha only—could not but 
have been with a desire to convey a definite meaning. Otherwise, there 
would be two distinct transcendental results—one following from the rejec- 
tion of the original word, and another from the assumption of another. 


Sutra (53). So also are the Injunctive words. 


In the Brahmanas we find certain Injunctions, which very often make 
mention of the parts of certain mantras by means of synonymous words ; 
and this also shows that the mantras express a definite meaning. For if they 
had no meanings, such Injunctions wonld be absolutely meaningless, 

For these reasous it must be admitted that the mantras are always used 
with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 


Thus ends the Second Pada of Adhydya I. 


PADA IlI. 


TREATING OF THE SMRTIB. 
eee ena 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
Authority of the Smrtis. 


Sutra (1). “Dharma being based upon the Veda, all that is 
not Veda is to be disregarded.” l 


We have already established the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, 
of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (direct Injunctions) Arthavādas (vale- 
dicts passages), and mantras. We now proceed to consider the case of 
the Smrtis, of whose meaning and limits we are fully cognisant, as com- 
posed by such human authors as Manu and the rest,—and also the case of 
established Usages, not so compiled. And as there can be no discussion with- 
out a concrete example, we take up the Smrtis relating to the “ Ashtakā, ” 
which is mentioned in the works of Manu and others ; and upon this we pro- 
ceed with the consideration of their authoritativeness or otherwise (with re- 


gard to Dharma). 


Note.--The propriety of introducing this discussion here is explained in various 
ways: (1) We can form no idea of the authority of the Veda, until we have fully 
understood it in all its bearings; and as it is only by the help of the Smrtis and 
established Usage that it can be so understood, it is only right that the nature of these 
should be investigated. (2) Finding Smrtis and Usage to serve as authorities for 
Dharma, we might take exception to the conolusion arrived at, under Sūtra 2, Pada I, 
that the Veda is the sole authority for Dharma; and in order to guard against this, 
it is to be shown that these are also based upon the Veda from which alone they derive 
their authority. (3) The subject-matter of this Philosophy has been declared to be 
the “ Investigation of the nature of Dharma;” and after the authority for Dharma, 
in the shape of the Veda has been fully dealt with, it is only right that the nature of 
ita other authorities should be considered. 

The consideration of the Smrtis precedes that of the “ Namadhéya’’ (which is a 
portion of the Veda) because the latter do not in any way affect the former, though 
the former do at times help in the full comprehension of the latter. 
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The reasons for doubt as tothe authoritativenessor otherwise of these are 
thus explained: Inasmuch as these Smrtis are dependent (upon human 
authors), we conclude that their authority is not self-sufficient ; and as for 
the absolute falsity (or untrustworthiness), this is set aside by the firmness 
(of popular acceptance and trust in them). To explain—The Smrtis of 
Manu and others are dependent upon their memory ; and memory depends 
for its authority upon the truthfulness of its source; consequently the au- 
thority of not a single Smriti can be held to be self-sufficient, like that of 
the Veda. And inasmuch as we find them accepted, as authoritative, by an 
unbroken line of respectable people learned in the Vedas, we cannot con- 
clude them to be absolutely false either. And hence, it is only natural, 
that there should be a doubt on the point. 

On this question then, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSBHA. 


“The authority of the Smrtis cannot be accepted ; because it is only 
“ the cognition of some previous cognition that is called Smrti or Remem- 
“ brance; and hence we can never consider it true, in the absence of such 
“ previous cognition. 

“To explain further: As a matter of ordinary experience, we find 
“that all remembrances appear with reference to objects that have been 
“ previously cognised by Sense-perception, or some other means of cogni- 
“tion, and being always similar to this previous cognition, strengthen - 
“the idea of the object cognised. Now, we have already proved (in the 
“ Tarkapada) that Sense-perception and the other means of right notion 
“do not apply to the notion of the capability of such actions as the 
‘““Ashtaka and the like, to bring about superphysical results, like 
« Heaven, &c. 

“ As for Verbal Authority too, though we find such authority (in 
“the Veda) for the Agnihotra, &c., we cannot find any texts in support of 
“ the Ashtakā; and as for the assumption of a Verbal Authority, inasmuch 
“ags the object is not cognised by Sense-perception, such an assump- 
“tion would be a remote (and a far more complicated) operation than 
“ the assumption of a Dharma, without any such authority. To explain 
“ further : Sense-perception is the only means of knowing such texts; and 
“if even when not so known, such an authority be assumed,—it would be 
“ far more reasonable to assume a Dharma, without any authority at all. 

“ Nor can Inference help us in the assumption of a Direct Vedic In- 
“junction for the Ashtaka ; because. Remembrance is not invariably con- 
“ eomitant with such Direct Injunction ; nor do we know of anything else 
“that (being so concomitant) could lead to the Inference thereof. Just 
‘as there is no inferential mark ‘to prove the existence of Dharma (as hag 
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“been explained in the Tarkapada, Ch. on Inference), so, for the same res- 
“ sons, we cannot have an Inference leading us to any Vedic texts with re- 
“ gard to the Ashtaka. 

“ Nor can we get at such Vedic texts by means of Verbal Authority— 
“ either eternal or produced; because we can have no confidence in any 
“ newly produced Verbal Assertion; and as for an eternal assertion, no 
“such is possible (with regard to the Smrti, which is itself not eternal). 
“Though such texts, being amenable to Auditory perception, may be 
“capable of having their existence supported by human assertions, yet, 
“ inasmuch as human assertions are found to abound in deception, we can- 
“ not have any confidence in them; and as such cannot admit of the texts, 
“on the sole authority of these. Even at the present day, we find many 
“ people declaring certain facts to be supported by the Scriptures, though 
“asa matter of fact, there is no such support. 

“ Consequently people who have often been put into trouble by deceit- 
“ful people naturally have grave doubts as to whether Manu actually 
“ found a Vedic text laying down the Ashiakd, &c,, and hence declared his 
“ Smrti to be based upon the Veda, or that without having found any such 
“ text, he only mado the declaration, in order to inspire confidence in his 
“assertions. And the mere fact of there being such a suspicion sets 
“ aside the authoritative character of the Smrtis. 

“ And as for the Veda itself, this being eternal, can never set about 
“ pointing out a basis for the Smrtis, that have a beginning in time. 
“The mantra, &c., themselves can never serve as such bases ; because these 
“are devoid of any direct Injunction; nor can they point to any other 
“ reasonable basis, because they have other functions to perform. 

“ Nor do we find a total accord amongst the many compilers of the 
“ Smrtis, themselves ; and hence on the mere strength of human assertions, 
“ we cannot accept the Smrtis to be based upon previously cognised Vedic 
“ texts. 

“Nor do we know what sort of Vedic text these authors really came 
“ across ; we find that by the Arthavada and other such supplementary texts, 
“many people have been led astray (e.g., the author of the Kalpasiitras, Vide 
“ Adh. IIT). That is to say, if we were absolutely certain that Manu had 
“ actually found Vedic texts in the proper form of Direct Injunctions, then 
“the said assumption would have been possible; but as a matter of fact, 
“even at the present day we find many people being led astray, by the 
“ Arthavada passages, which have entirely different significations (but are 
“ mistaken as being Direct Injunctions). 

A “ And hence we have our suspicions with regard to Manu and others 
“ also. 

“ And as for the fact of the authority of these being based upon texts 
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“ contained in such portions of the Veda as have been lost to us, such on 
“assumption would be like a case meant to be supported by the evidence 
“ of a person that is dead; and if such an assumption were accepted, people 
“ would be assuming such an authority for anything that they liked. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that Vedic support for the Ashtaka is 
“ not cognisable by Verbal Authority. 

“ As for Analogy, it can have no application in the case of an object 
“ that has never been perceived, and an object similar to which has never 
“ been recognised ; and as such, it cannot be the means of cognising a Vedic 
“ support for the Ashtakd. 

“ Though Apparent Inconsistency might be held to give an idea of such 
“ Vedic support, yet such Inconsistency could be equally urged in support 
“of the untrustworthy character of the Smrtis; inasmuch as mistakes 
“aro not impossible. If the Smrtis (Remembrances) were not possible 
“ without an assumption of the Veda, then alone could they be accepted as 
“ having a right basis (through Apparent Inconsistency) ; but as a matter 
‘“‘of fact, Remembrance is often found to be based upon (such untrust- 
‘‘ worthy sources as) Dreams, &c. ; hence finding the ground of the said In- 
“ consistency not absolutely true, either Apparent Inconsistency or Inference 
“cannot be rightly brought forward (as giving rise to an idea of Vedic 
‘* support for the Smrtis). 

“ Thus then such Vedic texts being found to be amenable to Negation 
“only (2.e., being found to be non-existing), though there may be other 
“ sources or supports (for the Smrtis), yet inasmuch as we do not find any 
“ such support as we should like to have, we conclude them to be absolutely 
“baseless (and devoid of authority). 

“ Says the Bhdshya (in opposition to the above arguments) : ‘ Those 
“ who know a certain action to be fit for being done, how could they declare it 
“ to be incapable of being done? And the meaning of this is that those who 
‘“‘ know a certain action as fit to be done in a certain manner, and as leading 
“ to a particular result,—or (simply) those who know the action as capable 
“of being performed,—knowing this, how could they, only for deluding us 
“ say that it ought not to be done? Though it may be urged that one who 
“ declares it as fit to be done may be different from one who declares it to 
“ be unfit,—yet, how is this difference possible ? For, in any case, we have 
“a due comprehension of the Smrti, only when we know that the pro- 
“ pounder knew and remembered it thus (the two factors belonging to 
“one and the same person), Or, the passage in the Bhashya may be 
“ (better) explained thus: If Manu and others, knew a certain action (f.i., 
“ the Ashtakā) as not fit for being performed, how could they declare it to be 
“ fit for being performed, and thereby lead astray the people of the present 
“day, who have done them no harm ? ’ 
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“ Says the Bhashya (in reply to this intermediate objection) : Because 
“of the impossibility of remembrance. The notion (of Ashtakā) that the 
* people later than Manu have cannot be said to be a Remembrance, because 
“ they have never cognised it before ; so, in the case of Manu also, if any 
“ means of recognising it previously were possible, then there could be a 
“remembrance of it; and not otherwise (but we have already shown that 
“ none of the recognised means of right notion is applicable to the case ; 
“and hence we conclude that no remembrance was possible even for Manu). 

“ [Says the Bhdshya, in answer to the question—‘ Knowing it to 
“be unfit for being done, how could Manu delude people by declaring the 
“ Ashtakā as fit to be performed ?’|]—A barren woman may declare that 
“ a certain thing was done by her grandson; and then subsequently recalling 
“ the fact that she had no daughter, she could never believe her former assertion 
“ fo be true; and to this an objection is raised: ‘How is it that the Bha- 
“ shya has left off the Son or the Daughter, and cited the Grandson as an 
“example ?’ The reason for this is the similarity of positions. That is 
“to say, Manu stands in the place of the Father, his previous cognition 
“stands in the place of the Son or the Daughter, and his remembrance 
“ stands in the position of the Grandson ; hence (the sense of the Instance 
“is that) just as the woman having thought of the absence of the Daugh- 
“ ter, concludes her remembrance of her grandchild to be a mistake,—=so, 
“in the same manner, Manu could conclude his remembrance (of the 
“ performability of the Ashtakd@) to be a mistake, when he would find that 
“it could never be cognisable by Sense-perception or any other means 
“of right notion (and as such there could be no incongruity in the fact of 
“ his having, under a misconception, laid down the Ashtakā). 

“ Says the Bhashya (in answer to the above arguments) : ‘ Just as there 
“ being an unbroken remembrance with regard to the Veda (it is considered 
“ authoritative, so could the same ground be urged in favour of the Smrtis).’ 
“ [And though this argument refers to the Verbal text of the Smrtis, yet 
“the opponent takes it as applying to an unbroken remembrance of their 
“ subject-matter, and proceeds to reiterate the fact of there being no basis 
“ for them] : 

“ The case of the Veda is entirely different (from that of the Smrtis) ; it 
“is amenable to direct Sense-perception ; and hence having by its means 
“ cognised its existence in another person, exactly as one would cognise the 
“ existence of the jar at a certain place, people learn it from him, 
“and then remember it: and others cognising it as thus remembered, 
“ get it up in their turn, and give it to others, who go on doing the same; 
“and so the process has gone on eternally; and as the remembrance 
“of every individual is preceded by a rightful cognition of it, there is 
“no want of proper basis in this cage.. All that is solely dependent upon 
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, the usage of experienced people, is the fact that the texts thus learnt and 
“ remembered are named Veda; but even prior to the recognition of the 
“name, people directly perceive it to be something entirely different in 
“character from other things, and (in the case of a particular Veda as 
“ being learnt by a particular student) different from the other Vedas, 
“in the form of the Rgveda (for instance) as consisting of mantras and 
“ Bradhmanas different from all other things. The names of all these are 
“ eternal; and by means of these, whenever, subsequently, they come to be 
“ cognised, they are cognised by direct Sense-perception, as we have 
“ already proved. 

“ In the case of the Ashtakā, on the other hand, even when it is 
“seen as being performed by another person, and this performance 
“is cognised by Direct Sense-perception), there is no such basis for 
“any idea of its having a causal potentiality (in leading the performer 
“to Heaven), like the action of the potter (which is actually seen to 
‘result in the ready made jar). If it be the mere form of the Ashtaka 
“that was remembered by Manu, then other people would also have re- 
“ membered it, on having seen it with their eyes, like the ordinary action 
“ of cooking, as being performed by others, Butit is the causal potentiality 
“of the Ashtakā towards leading the agent to Heaven, that is said to be 
“ remembered (and is laid down as such) by Manu ; but no such capability 
“(of proceeding to Heaven) is seen to appear in another person (by 
“ the performance of the Ashtakd) ; and as such we conclude the traditional 
“assertion of such causal potentiality of the Ashtaka to be like the 
“ description of a certain colour handed down by one blind person 
“ to another. 

“Such a rude simile has been brought forward, because people are 
“impudent enough to attribute Veda-like eternality to all such asser- 
“ tions, on the ground of an assumed eternality of usage. Though as a 
“ matter of fact, in the Veda, we have an eternality of faithfulness and 
‘‘authoritativeness; while, in the case in question, we have an eternality of 
“falsity and inauthoritativeness. Specially because (in the case of the 
“ description handed down by the blind man) the person that had the idea 
“in the first instance did not himself see the colour; and no authority 
“can attach to that which is not coguised by one’s own self independently. 
“ Exactly similar is the case with the remembrance of the Ashtakā. 
“That is to say, we do not find any Vedic Injunction on which it is 
“based; nor can any such Injunction be inferred, when it has not had 
“any of its relations coguised (by Sense-perception). If the Smriis 
“ had been invariably propounded, on the basis of certain Vedic Injunctions 
“that had been found (by the Authors), then such Injunctions would 
“also have been handed down to us,—exactly as the subject-matter is said 
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“to be (by means of the Smrtis)—being pointed out as the source 
“from which Manu and others got their compilations. 

“It may be urged that the people of old were fully satisfied with re- 
“ membering the sense, and having thus neglected the original text, this 
“ became lost through negligence. But this is not right; because it is not 
“ possible that people should forget that upon which rests the authority 
“of the sense; as the remembrance of the sense has no self-sufficient 
“authority (Jike the Veda). All men are cognisant of the fact, that in 
“ such cases, nothing can be accepted as authoritative, until its source is 
“ found in the Veda; how, then, could they forget it so completely ? 

“Then again, how is it that Manu and others did not make the 
“same efforts to hand down the original Vedic Injunctions, as they did 
“in propounding their own compilations P If even those Authors only 
“knew the sense, and had not found the original Veda, then we could 
“ put the above question to their predecessors ; and thus the tradition 
“ being found, at each step, to be without a basis (in the Veda), you would 
“ not become free from the charge of your Smrtis being absolutely baseless. 

“If it be assumed that they have a basis in the portions of the Veda, 
“that have become lost, then the authority of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas 
“could also be established, by means of a similar assumption. And people 
“ would be utilising the authority of such assumed Vedic texts now lost, 
“in support of anything they might wish to assert. 

“If on the other hand, the Ashtakad had its authority in the Veda 
“as we have it, then other people could also find it, just as Manu may be 
“said to have done; and it would, in that case, be a more proper course 
“to learn such facts directly from the Veda ; and as such, the compilation 
“of the Smrtis would be absolutely useless (if all that is said in the 
“ Smrtis were to be found by us in the Veda itself). 

“ Nor do we exactly know the nature of the Vedic passage that Manu 
“ found as his authority (for the Ashtakad),—whether it was in the form of 
“a direct Injunction (and as such possessed of inherent absolute autho- 
“ rity), orin that of a mere Arthavada (and as such of doubtful authority). 
“ And, as a matter of fact, we find that, in the dark, however much a 
“ person may try with his hand, he can never distinguish white or black 
“(which could be done by the eye alone; and in the same manner the 
“ fact of the Ashtaka being enjoined in the Veda cannot be accepted un- 
“ less we actually find the Vedic Injunction in support of it). Nor can we 
“ be convinced of its being based upon the Veda, by the declarations of 
“ Manu himself (as that ‘the whole Veda is the source of Dharma’ and so 
“ forth) ; because it is just possible that he never found any Vedic texts, 
“and made these declarations, simply with a view to delude the people. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the Smrytis are not authoritative.” 
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Sutra (2). But on account of the agent being the same, the 
fact could be established by reasoning (Anumana). 


Asa matter of fact, we find that the Smrtis have been compiled by Manu 
and others in a correct manner, unlike the compilations of the (Bauddhas), 
and also that the fourteen Sciences ( Purana, &c.), similarly compiled, give 
very correct explanations of their respective subjects. Consequently, inas- 
much as these Authors themselves are not to be met with now (and what they 
say is well said and as such cannot be without some sound basis), it becomes 
necessary to assume a certain unseen basis for their cognitions. 

And in this connection, only five assumptions are possible :—(1) that 
they were totally mistaken ; (2) that what they assert is based upon their per- 
- sonal observation and experience ; (3) that they learnt it from other persons; 
(4) that they have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to delude 
the people; and (5) the last and the most simple and reasonable one, that 
their assertions are based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions, 

This last is the most reasonable assumption, as it is this alone that is in 
keeping with actual facts (viz.: the authoritative character of the asser- 
tions of Manu). That is to say, when it becomes necessary to make assump- 
tions of the unseen, we must try, as far as possible, to make only such as- 
sumptions as are not contrary to directly perceptible facts, and do not, 
in their turn, necessitate the assumption of other unseen facts. 

Now, then (1) if we assume the fact of Manu being totally mis- 
taken in the assertions he has made, this assumption would be contrary to 
the directly perceptible fact of his works being excellent compilations (and 
containing many correct and excellent teachings, &.); and it would also 
tend to set aside the universally accepted authoritative character of his 
assertions ; and this assumption would also necessitate many other gratui- 
tous assumptions,—namely: (a) that the people of his own days accepted 
and followed the mistake propounded by Manu; (b) the means adopted by 
Manu, in order to prove to others that it is nota mistake, and so forth. 

(2) In the case of the assumption that the assertions are based upon 
the compiler’s own personal observation,—(a) in the first place, we have to 
assume this observation itself ; (b) then we should have to assume an extra- 
ordinary faculty in the compiler, contrary to all that we know of among the 
people of the present day (by means of which they could directly perceive 
such superphysical entities as Dharma and the rest) ; and the possibility of 
any such extraordinary faculty, we have already set aside, in course of the 
refutation of the omniscience (of Buddha, vide Çlokavārtika Sutra 2, Karikas 
184 et seq.) 

(3) As for the assumption that these assertions are hased upon those of 
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other persons, this has already been set aside (in the preceding Sütra), as 
resembling a description of colour handed down by blind men ; nor does 
any such baseless tradition ever attain any authority. 

(4) Similarly in the case of the assumption that Manu has purposely 
sought to delude people, we have to assume, in the first place, this fact of his 
purposely deluding people ; secondly, we have to assume his motive in thus 
seeking to delude people ; thirdly, the fact of people having fallen into the 
mistake; fourthly, the fact of the continuation of the mistake up to the 
present time, and so forth, we shall have to make endless assumptions. 
Then again, this assumption would mean the denying of the authority of 
the firm conviction (of the teaching, of Manu being true); and this would 
be a contradiction of a directly perceptible fact. 

(5) Therefore it must be admitted that, instead of these, it is far more 
reasonable to assume a direct Vedic Injunction (upon which the asser- 
tions of Manu are based). In this case, we have to assume only one unseen 
fact (the existence of such an Injunction in the Veda); and itis only with 
this assumption that all other facts of the acceptance of the Smrtis by 
the great and the learned become reconciled. 

And in the case of Manu, it is quite possible that there should be 
Vedic Injunctions that served as the source of his conceptions. It is this 
that is meant by the Bhdshya passage,— For this reason, it becomes possible 
for the three higher castes, to be connected with the Veda. In the case 
of the Mleccha, and others of that class, for whom there is no possibility 
of any contact with the Veda, when we meet with the assertions of these 
with regard to supersensuous objects, and we set about investigating the 
source of these, there is no chance of the Veda ever being found to be their 
source; and as such we are obliged to seek for their source in one of the 
aforesaid four sources of misconceptions; and thereby conclude the asser- 
tions to be absolutely untrustworthy. In the case (of the Brahmina, &c.), 
where there is every possibility of the Veda supplying the source sought 
after, all other sources being thereby set aside, there is no chance of the 
assertions being: baseless; and as such we cannot but admit the source of 
these to lie in the Veda itself. 

Then, there is the question—“ How is it that this Vedic Injunction 
(of the Ashtakā) is not found ? ” 

To this, some people make the following reply : ‘Such Vedic Injunc- 
tions are always to be inferred; they are never directly mentioned ; exactly 
like those injunctions that are assumed on the strength of the implication 
of certain mantras (e.g., the mantra “ I cut the grass, the seat of the gods” 
is accepted as pointing to the assumed injunction that this mantra should 
be recited at the cutting of the grass). Though it may be questioned how 
an injunction that is neyer uttered can ever be recognised as the requisite 
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basis, —yet that cannot affect our position; because, the fact of such In- 
junction being the source is established by an unbroken remembrance, 
which is as unbroken as the handing down of the Vedic text itself. (That 
is to say Manu also knew of the Ashtakā as having been laid down by 
previous teachers; and as this continued tradition is not otherwise expli- 
cable, it is quite reasonable for us to assume an original Vedic Injunction). 
Just as in the case of the text of the Veda, it is accepted as existing in its 
original form, only on the ground of its having been handed down by an 
unbroken line of teachers,—so too in the case in question, we can establish 
an unbroken line of such Vedic Injunctions, as are inferred through the 
(Apparent Inconsistency of the) declaration of the remembrance of the Ash- 
taka (i.e., by all teachers of the old times, one after the other).’ 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; because the tradition has 
already been spoken of as resembling the description of colour handed down 
by blind men. As for the Vedic Injunction that is never uttered, as this 
can never be cognisable by any means of right notion, it is scarcely possible 
to prove its existence ; and thereby the Smrti comes to resemble the grand- 
child of the barren woman (as urged under the last Sūtra). As for the as- 
sumption of Vedic Injunctions on the strength of the implications of the 
mantras, these latter are eternal, and as such there is nothing contradictory 
in their having the eternal potentiality of pointing to the existence of 
Vedic Injunctions; whereas in the case of the Smrlis, they themselves 
stand in need of the basic Vedic Injunction, and as snch cannot rightly be 
made the means of inferring non-uttered injunctions). 

For these reasons, it would be far more rensonable to assume the Smrtis 
to have their source in the Injunctions contained in such portions of the 
Veda as have been lost; nor is such disappearance of the Veda impossible, 
ascven now we find the Veda losing much of itself, either through the 
negligence or laziness of the students, or through the gradual disappearance 
of people versed in it. It canuot be urged that any and every theory 
could declare itself to be based upon such authority; because such lost 
Vedic texts can be assumed only on the ground that without such texts, the 
firm conviction and remembrance of highly respectable people of the three 
higher castes remain inexplicable. 

Or, we may hold that the Smrtis are based upon texts contained in 
the very portions of the Veda that are available now-a-days. If it ke 
questioned—how is it that they are not found P—we make the following 
reply: (1) Because of the various branches of the Veda being scattered ; 
(2) because of the negligence of the people learning it; and (3) because 
of the texts being contained in diverse sections of the Veda;—we fail to 
actually lay our hands upon those texts that form the basis of the 
Smrtis. i 

lö 


114 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADHYAYA I—-PADA III——ADHI. I. 


There has been a further question—“ Why then were these Vedic texts 
themselves not collected together ” ? 

And the reply to this is that this was not done, for fearing of destroy- 
ing the natural order of the text of the Veda. It is only a fixed order 
of the verbal text of tle Veda the study of which has been enjoined. 
And as for the rules of conduct dealt with in the Smrtis, these aro 
scattered about here and there, in various branches, chapters and sections 
of the Veda. And of these (as appearing in the Veda), some actions 
are laid down with direct reference to human agents, while some aro 
such as are laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, but 
are, for some reason or other, explained as referring to the human agent 
also; as for example, we have such prohibitive injunctions as ‘“‘ One 
should not talk to his wife if she be, &c.,” “ One should not threaten a 
Brahmana.” (These occur in the section on the “ Darça-Pūrnamāsa sacri- 
fice; and as in connection with this sacrifice, it has already been laid 
down once before that if the sacrificer’s wife happen to be in a certain 
condition, she is not to be present at the sacrifice, the prohibition of 
any conversation with her becomes absolutely irrelevant, if taken as 
applying to the sacrifice; and for this reason it is explained as a general 
rale of conduct, to be observed in ordinary intercourse. The same is the 
case with the threatening of the Brahmana). 

And if Manu went about extracting only such texts (as bear upon the 
general conduct of men), and teaching these separately, then as the 
natural order of the Veda would be disturbed, he would be directly going 
against the injunction of the study of the text of the Veda. And on the 
strength of this example set by Manu, people might leave off the Atha- 
vdda portions (as useless) and read only the Vidhi portions of the Veda, 
or only such portions of it as would be of help in the performance of the 
sacrifices ; and thereby the Veda itself would gradually disappear. 

Then again, Manu himself could not necessarily have studied all the 
branches of all the Vedas (and as such he could not always lay his hands 
upon all Vedic texts). What he must have done was to try and find out 
the texts from various students of the different branches, and then to 
have kept in mind the meaning of these texts, which he must have em- 
bodied in his compilation. 

Nor can it be reasonably urged (as has been done in the Puarvapaksha) 
that, ‘we do not quite know whether the texts on which Manu based his 
rule were in the form of a Direct Injunction, or only in that of Artha- 
vidas’; because just as the firmness of the conviction in the Smrti 
precludes the fact of its being based upon a misconception, so would it 
also preclude the chance of its being based upon an Arthavdda passage. 
For without doubt Manu was capable of distinguishing a Direct Injunc- 
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tion from an Arthavddu. And inasmuch as we find the Smrti itself to 
have the form of Direct Injunction, it could only point to a homogenous 
Vedic Text, which therefore must be admitted to be of the form of Direct 
Injunction ; and there can be no grounds for holding the Smrti to have a 
heterogenous source in an Arthavdda. 

And further, the authors of the Smrtis themselves have completely 
bound themselves by such declarations as— The whole of the Veda is 
the root of Dharma,” “all of it is mentioned in the Veda,” and so forth ; 
and certainly these assertions could not have been blindly accepted 
by the people of their own days (without their having fully examined 
the truthfulness of these assertions, which could have been accepted only 
after the people had found the base of all that is laid down in the Smrtis, 
in direct Vedic Injunctions). Hence we conclude that the Smrtis have 
their authority through the Veda itself. 

l Some people seek to establish by Inference, the self-sufficient 
authority of the Smrtis, or the fact of their being based upon the 
Veda, by means of the premiss—“ because the agent is the same.” But 
their argument becomes too wide, when we refer to such actions as are 
performed by the same people under the influence of some temporary 
impulse (which actions too would come to be equally authorised) ; and 
further, if the Smrtis be held to be proved “ self-authoritative,”’ then such 
an argument would be directly contradicted by the apparent fact of many 
Smyti Injunctions having their source in Direct Vedic Injunctions that 
are easily accessible. For these reasons, we must admit Apparent In- 
consistency alone, as has been mentioned in the Siitras, as establishing the 
fact of the Smrtis having their source in the Veda; as there are no in- 
superable objections to this; and “ Apparent Inconsistency ” can also be 
called “ Anumdna,” inasmuch as it gives rise to cognition, after or in 
the wake of —‘ anu ’—Sense-perception (māna). 

Says the Bhashya—Asya éva Smrterdradhimnah karanam anumāsyā- 
mahé; and this may be explained as—‘ we shall infer the source (of the 


l The Author has based his arguments in favour of the fact of the Smrtis 
being based upon the Veda, on the Apparent Inconsistency of the facts therein treated 
of being remembered by an unbroken line of respectable people; and he has explained 
the expression “ because of the agent being the same” (of the Sūtra) as only pointing 
to the possibility (in the case of the Smrtis of the three higher castes) of their being 
basod upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. He now sets about refuting the view of some 
commentators who explain the Sūtra in the sense of a direct Inferential Argument, 
seeking to provo, by means of the premiss, the fact of the Smrti either being self- 
authoritative, or having its source in the Veda; this argument being expanded into 
the following form: “The Smrtis are authoritative,—because the persons that per- 
form the acts laid down in them are the same as those that perform those laid down in 
the Veda,—just as the Veda (is authoritative),’”? and so forth. 
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Smrti in the Veda) from the jirmneas (of its conviction and remem- 
brance)’; or as— we shall infer the source of this firmness (of its convic- 
tion) (to lie in the Veda),’ 

Says the Bhashya—Even in this life men are not found to directly per- 
ceive such facts (as the Ashtakā, &c.) And the sense of this is that 
inasmuch as the course of our existence is separated from another by a pro- 
cess of death that destroys all previous impressions, we can never be said 
to carry (in our present existence) any ideas, gained from direct perception, 
of certain courses of action leading to certain superphysical results (and as 
such the Smrtis of Mann, &c., cannot be said to have their source in 
any direct perception of their Authors). 

The Bhashya says—Because of the fuct of the performer of the acts laid 
down in the Smrtis being the same as thut of those enjoined in the Veda, 
it is possible that the three higher classes should have found the (requisite) 
Vedic texts; and this is said only in order to show that it is possible for 
a Direct Vedic Injunction to be the source of that contained in the 
Smrli. 

Says the Bhāshya—It is possible that they (the Vedic texts) may have 
been forgotten. : Even at the present day, we find people forgetting the 
texts, and the texts becoming lost. Kven when the requisite texts had 
existed in other branches of the Veda, it is possible that (at the time that 
the Smrti was being compiled) it may have been forgotten in which parti- 
cular branch the particular text was to be found (and this may have been 
the reason why Manu did not mention the corroborative texts) ; though 
he only carefully cherished the fact of his assertion being authoritative as 
based upon the Veda; and as for the direct recognition of such basic text, 
he did not consider it of much use, and so let it drop off. 

The Bhashya says that such rules of conduct (laid down in the Smr- 
tis) as are laid down to be observed, as occasion for each presents itself— 
such rules, for instance, as ‘the Teacher is to be respectfully attended 
upon,’ ‘old men arc to be reverenced,’ and so forth—have their authority 
based upon their perceptible uses. 

But this is not quite right; because the standpoint upon which we 
have started is that the Smytis are an authority in matters relating to 
Dharma; and as such it is not quite reasonable to assert their authority 
to be based upon ordinary perceptible purposes, and thereby make the 
duties therein laid down, similar to such ordinary acts as the tilling of 
the ground and the like (which have only n visible use). We have not 
taken upon ourselves the task of establishing the authority of all actions ; 
as it is only the desire to know the nature of Dharma that is our sole 
purpose. If such actions, as the attending upon the Tvacher and the like 
had only visible results, they would be like the ordinary actions of the 
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world, tilling the ground, §c.; and as such they could not have any 
authority bearing upon Dharma; and wonld be entirely irelevant in the 
present connection. 

It may be said that these have been mentioned as unauthoritative acts 
(and not as authoritative and as such bearing upon Dharma). But this is 
nót possible ; because in that case they should have been brought forward 
under the fourth aphorism ‘“ Hétudargandcca”’ (I—iii—4) (where the un- 
authoritative portions of the Smrti are pointed out); and in that case, 
the citing of the example—“ Hence when the good one goes forward, the 
had one follows him ”—would be entirely irrelevant and useless (as this 
is a Vedic passage, and as such cannot rightly be cited as an instance 
in support of an unauthoritative injunction of the Smrti). 

Nor again can the injunction ‘the teacher should be attended upon’ 
be said to have the visible end of propitiating the Teacher who (as the 
Bhashya says), thus propitrated, would teach well, and explain satisfuctorily 
all the knotty points of the scriptures; because there is no such hard 
and fast rule as that without obeying the teacher the scriptures cannot 
be learnt; as we do find the Teacher being induced to teach, by means 
of requests and remonstrances. And in this lies the use of the res- 
trictive Injunction (that “it is by means of attendance alone that the 
Teacher should be approached and made to teach”). And as for the fact 
of the visible use, in the case of all actions (Vedic as well as worldly) we 
can always point out in the way that the Bhāshya has done, some visible 
purpose or other, in the shape of acquiring a King’s assistance, protection 
of one’s self, acquiring of some form of pleasure and the like. As even in 
the case of such actions as the “threshing ” of the coin, and the Kariri 
sacrifice (which arc laid down in the Veda), the fact of their having visible 
purposes does not make them devoid of Vedic authority. 

Thus then, even though the aforesaid Smrti Injunctions serve visible 
purposes, yet it is quite possible that they may have a basis in the Veda; 
as for instance, the invisible result that is to follow from the restriction of 
the specified courses of action (as being the only one advised, out of many 
others leading to the same resalt) cannot have any other authority (save 
the Veda, which is the only true authority for superphysical facts). 

For these reasons, the attending upon the Teacher, §c., being of the 
unture of a “ naimittika ” Injunction (t.e., the Injunction of a course of 
action to be fullowed on a certain occasion), a non-performance of it would 
constitute a sin, which would be avoided by the performance of the said 
action (this is one transcendental result) ; and the visible result will be (as 
pointed out in the Bhashya) that the Teacher being pleased with the pupil 
would teach him well; and the effect of the restrictive Injunction (of this 
particular means of acquiring learning) would be in the shape of an in- 
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visible potency that would enable him to finish his course of studies without 
any obstacles. And it is only when we accept this attendance upon the 
Teacher to have both visible and invisible results, that the discussion—as 
to whether such attendance is to be performed only once or over and over 
again, as propounded in Stra 30, of the second Pada of Adhyaya VI—can 
he possible. [The conclusion arrived at, in the Adhikarana referred to is 
that, inasmuch as such attendance has both visible and invisible results, 
it is to be performed over and over again]; and if the action had only a 
visible result, there could be no question or doubt as to whether it should 
be repeated or not; as in that case it would be like the action of drinking 
water ; and as in the case of this latter, people raise no questions, but conclude 
that the drinking is to be repeated whenever one feels thirsty ; so too in 
the case of the action of attendance, people would conclude that as it has 
only a visible result, we may repeat it whenever we may want the particular 
visible result ; (and as such there could be no doubt on the point, and hence 
no ground for the aforesaid discussion). 

Then the assertion of the Bhdshya—that these have their authorita- 
tiveness based upon the fact of their bringing about perceptible results— must 
be taken as laying another strong point home to the opponent,— the sense of 
the argument being this:—yon may succeed perhaps in shaking the authority 
of such Smrti Injunctions as have been laid down as leading to transcen- 
dental results; but how can the said Injunctions, that are actually found 
to bring about the results that are mentioned, be said to be unauthorita- 
tive and false? Though we do not assume any particular Vedic texts with 
regard to the establishing of Assembly Rooms and the founding of water- 
drinking stations, yet all such philanthropic deeds become included in the 
Vedic text that enjoins the doing of good to others as a duty; and it is 
from this general Vedic Injunction that such actions derive their authority. 

(As for the Vedic texts in support of the particular Smrti Injunc- 
tions enumerated in the Bhashya we have the following) :—(1) In connec- 
tion with the fetching of the Ishtakd, it is laid down in the Veda that in the 
cart the horse is to be yoked in front of the ass; and it is added “ when the 
good one goes along, the bad one follows him,” which indicates the neces- 
sity of the lower (disciple) following (and hence obeying) the greater 
(Teacher). (2) It is said in praise of a certain deity—“ you are a boon to 
others, just like the water-drinking station in the desert”; and this praise 
of the particular institution points tothe advisability of founding such sta- 
tions for the good of others. (3) It is laid down in the Smrtis that one 
should have his Çikhā (lock of hair on the head) done up in a definite way, 
in order to serve as a mark for the particular class of Rshkis from whom 
he is descended. And in this case, the restrictive Injunction as to this 
particular method to be followed must have a transcendental result ; and 
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hence the authority of this Injunction cannot be held to rest upon the said 
visible result alone; for certainly, there are many other means by which 
the particular class of Rshis could be indicated. Consequently, the real 
purport of the Injunction must be something else. And it is this; in order 
to regulate the number of “ avattas” (offerings) at sacrifices (which is in 
accordance with the Gotra of each priest), it is absolutely necessary that the 
name of the Gotra should be distinctly marked; and in this Vedic fact 
would lie the foundation of the Smrti Injunction of arranging the Cikha 
in a definite way ; and as for the restriction of this particular means, as we 
cannot find out any other reason, we are obliged to assume that this parti- 
cular method would produce a certain effect upon the mau himself. And 
thus all Smrtis having distinct purposes to serve, their authoritativeness 
becomes fully established. 

Among the Smytis themselves, such portions as are related to Dharmu 
or Deliverance have their origin directly in the Veda; while those that 
have pleasure, &c., in view, are based upon the ordinary experience of the 
world. This rale also holds good respecting the exhortations contained in 
the Itibasas and Puranas. 

As for stories met with in these, they serve the purposes of the Artha- 
vada, as explained above. The description of the various parts of the 
Earth (contained in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out and 
distinguishing the places fitted for the performance of Dharma and Adharma, 
and also for the proper experiencing of the effects of such performances ; 
and these are based, partly upon the Veda, and partly upon the common 
experience of the world. The histories of the various families (recounted 
in the Puranas) serve the purpose of differentiating the people of different. 
castes, and are based upon Direct Perception and Memory. The descrip- 
tions of the various measures of space and periods of time, serve the 
purpose of regulating the ordinary practices of the world, as also the 
sciences of Astronomy and Astrology; these are based upon direct per- 
ception, as also upon inferences deduced from various mathematical theo- 
vies. The descriptions of the state of things to be in the future (as 
recounted in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out the nature of 
the various periods of eternally-revolving time, and also the variegated 
character of the results of righteous and unrighteous conduct; and these 
have their origin in the Veda itself. 

Among the Auxiliary Sciences too, there are certain portions that 
treat of things that are of use in sacrifices, and these have their origin in 
the Veda, while other parts treat of such as are useful only in the serving 
of some visible worldly purpose ; and these have their basis upon ordinary 
experience. 

(1) In the Çikshā, the differentiations of the organs of pronuncia- 
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tion of letters, their accents and time, &c., have their perceptible uses ; 
while the assertion, that if a sacrifice is performed with a full knowledge 
of these details, there follows a particular result—e.g. “If the mantra be 
recited without correct accents or pronunciation, it kills the sacrificer ”— 
is based upoan the Veda. 

(2) In the case of the Kalpasitras, we have explanations of the real 
purport of the Injunctions deducible from the rules that are found scatter- 
ed in the various branches of the Veda, intermixed with Arihavdda, &ec. ; 
and as such these explanations have their origin in these latter. In these 
we also meet with certain rules’of conduct to be followed by the priests; 
and these are based upon considerations of their convenience; and as such 
have their origin in ordinary experience. 

(3) In the case of Vyakarana, the knowledge of correct and incorrect 
forms of words has a perceptible use, exactly like a knowledge of the differ- 
ences among trees; and as such, it is based upon direct Sense-pe: ception ; 
and the assertion—that the use of correct words fully accomplishes the 
result of the action performed, while that of incorrect words creates obstacles 
in its frnuition,—has its origin in the Veda. 

[(4) The case of Nirukta is similar to that of Vydkarana, as it also 
serves the purpose of regulating the sense in which a word can be correctly 
employed, and hence this has not been mentioned separately ]. 

(5) As for the science of Chanda, the correct differentiation of the 
Gayatri and other metres, is found to be of perceptible use in the Veda 
as well as in ordinary experience; and as such it is based upon direct 
perception, while the assertion—that a certain result follows from a sacri- 
fice when performed with a full knowledge of the metre of the mantra 
employed—is founded upon the Veda; as for instance, we find the follow- 
ing declaration in the Veda—‘ One who, at his own sacrifice, or at the 
sacrifice of others, makes use of a mantra or a Bra@hmana of which he 
does not know the Ẹshi, the metre and the deity, &c., &c.”—-which men- 
tions a distinctly undesirable result as following from such conduct. 

(6) In the case of the Science of Jyautisha, the knowledge of the 
dates and asterisms, —as computed by means of the various periods of 
time as divided into regularly revolving cycles, and by a knowledge of the 
revolutions of the sun and the moon,—is based upon inferences deduced from 
such mathematical theories as have been handed down from times imme- 
morial. In this science we also meet with the declaration that certain 
good and evil results, as following from previous good and bad deeds, are 
indicated by the good or bad position of the planets at the time of one’s 
birth; and it also lays down certain expiatory rites to be performed 
with a view to ameliorate the planetary conditions; and through these 
rites, the science comes to have its origin in the Veda, 
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The above remarks apply also to the sciences of Palmistry, Archi- 
tecture, &c. ; with regard to these two, however, we may assume such direct 
Injunctions as that “ when one comes across such signs in a man’s body, or 
such marks in the houses, he should take these signs to mean such and 
such a thing,” &c., &c. 

As for Mindusd, it is based upon the Veda, upon ordinary experience, 
and also upon Direct Perception and Inference, &c., based upon these; and 
it has been reared up by an unbroken line of scientific teachers; no single per- 
son could ever have been able to compile such vast collections of arguments. 

The same may be said also of the science of Reasoning. The meaning 
of Vedic passages is expressed by means of the meanings of words; but in 
ordinary usage, the denotation of words is found to be mixed up with 
the several factors of Class (Property, Action, and Name) ; and these can 
be directly discriminated, never by themselves, but only by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest, as distinguished by their respective character- 
istics, and as put forward by their learned expounders. The Veda itself 
being scattered over many branches can be rightly ascertained and made 
to serve its purpose only by these means of right notion; consequently, 
all these should be properly learnt by the help of the science of Reasoning. 
This has been declared by Manu also, who says: “ Sense-perception, In- 
ference, and Verbal Authority, as based upon various scriptures,—these 
three should be well learnt by one who desires a (knowledge of) pure 
Dharma” ; and again— He who approaches Dharma by means of Reason- 
ing, he alone, and none else, understands it”; and all these point to the 
necessity of the science of Reasoning. For the most part, now-a-days, 
people are much more prone to unrighteousness ; and thereby having their 
intuition blurred by ignorance, they take to evil paths. Consequent- 
ly (with a view to set these people right), what the science of Reason- 
ing,—as based upon experience, Arthavdda, the Veda, (direct Injunctions) 
and the Upanishads,—does is to point out the trend of the misconception 
and also of the correct conclusion (with regard to a certain point),—then to 
lay down the arguments in support of both,—and lastly, to arrive at the 
correct conclusion, after having fully considered the comparative strength 
of the arguments adduced from both sides. If it were not for such systematic 
argumentations, various arguments would be appearing to people at random, 
and would be giving rise to all sorts of misconceptions, through sheer 
ignorance (of the various phases of the question). And (if the correct 
conclusion were not properly shown, deduced from the proved premisses, 
and if only the arguments from both sides had been put down) people 
would be employing their own mistaken judgments in the choosing of 
the arguments, and in rejecting some and accepting others, without refer- 
ence to any definite standard. 
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And as for the dogmatically persistent acceptance and expounding 
of such entities as eternality and noneeternality, oneness and separateness, 
generality, speciality, distinction, and so forth, these are due to the fact of the 
impossibility of any definite conclusion being arrived at, unless a certain 
position is at first dogmatically taken up as the expounder’s own. As all 
the peculiarities of any object are not capable of being comprehended all 
at once, the expounder cannot but dogmatically take up each of them 
separately, in order to bring about a correct discrimination of the various 
denotations of words as they happen to apply to one or the other of the 
various factors (of the Class, the Property, the Action, or the Name). 
Otherwise such people as have not comprehended the arguments in favour 
of one or the other of the aforesaid factors of Generality, Speciality, and 
the like, could not, by mere personal observation, ascertain any definite 
factor of an object, as denoted by a particular word. 

The glorifications and the villifications too, as contained in the Arthavada 
passages, come to be taken as forming parts of specific injunctions and 
prohibitions, only by means of absolute acceptance of the efernality or non- 
efernality, the oneness or separateness, of the various objects; and conse- 
quently, if it were not for the variegated character of objects as dogmati- 
cally propounded (at first), these glorificutions, &c., would become absolute- 
ly baseless. (And for these reasons, the nature of all objects must be 
fully considered, and as a correct conclusion cannot be arrived at unless 
each individual theorist puts forth his own arguments in the strongest 
language possible, each separate system of philosophy has its use). 

As for the various theories with regard to the fact of the world 
originating from a contact of Primordial Matter and the Soul, or froma God, 
or from an atom, and to that of its being continually created and dissolv- 
ed,—these have all their origin in the ideas given rise to by the mantra 
and the Arthavdda, and point out the fact of the gross being a modifica- 
tion of, and proceeding from, the subtile; and the use of all this lies in 
the recognition of the relation of cause and effect, between the sacrifice 
and its results, the attaining of heaven and the like. 

The acceptance of creation and dissolution has its use in the proper 
differentiation of the scopes of Destiny and Personal Effort (and the point- 
ing out of the fact of Destiny being stronger than Effort) ; as in all cases 
(f.i. in the case of creation, though there is no Effort) the action is 
brought nbout by the sheer force of Destiny (as also in the case of 
Dissolution, though the efforts of all beings are pointed towards the con- 
tinuation of the world yet), there is a cessation of the creative process 
simply because the Destiny of Creation has ceased to operate. 

And as for the theories of Idenlism, momentary character of the 
things, denial of the self, &c.—all of which have their origin in the Up- 
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anishads,—they have been propounded, only with a view to dissuade 
people from cultivating an excessive affection for the things of the world. 

= Thus then, all the Smrtis, as well as all Auxiliary Sciences, have 
been proved to be authoritative. In the case of such results as are to fol- 
low at a distant point of time, no personal experience can be found to 
serve as its basis; and consequently in all such cases we infer the basis to 
lie in the Veda itself. While in the cases of directly perceptible results, 
as in the case of the curing of scorpion-bites by means of incantations, 
we actually observe it to be true in the case of other people, and thence 
come to the conclusion that the science of such treatment cannot but be 
true and authoritative. This discrimination (of the basis lying in the 
Veda or in ordinary experience) can always be successfully made. 
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ADHIKARANA (2), 
The greatest authority rests in direct Vedic declarations. 


Sutra (3). When there is a contradiction between the Smrti 
and the Çruti, the former is to be disregarded; it is only when 
there is no such contradiction that we have an assumption of the 
Vedic text. 


The authoritativeness of the Smrti has been established in a general 
way; and as such authoritativeness belong to all sorts of Smrtis, the author 
now proceeds to lay down exceptions to the general authoritativeness 
established before, with special reference to the case of such Smrtis as 
are found to be directly contradictory to universally-accepted Vedic texts. 

Whenever there is any such contradiction, the authority of the Smytis 
is to be totally disregarded; as itis only when there is no such con- 
tradiction that we have an inference of a Vedic text in support of the 
particular Qmrti injunction. The contradiction meant here is that of 
Vedic declarations, when such declarations do not lend any countenance 
to (on the other hand directly lay down the contrary of) the declarations 
in the Smrti. 

The present Adhikarana (of the Bhishya) cites such instances of the 
Smrti as are directly contradictory to direct Vedic Injunctions, and 
then having considered all the arguments bearing upon the point at 
issue, comes to the above conclusion. 

The Doubt, that gives rise to the Adhikarana, is expressed in this 
form: Is such contradictory Smrti also to be accepted as an authority 
with regard to Dharma, or is it an exception to the authoritativeness of 
Smriis in general ? 

The reasons for suchdoubtarethusexplained: The Smrti contradicting 
tho Veda, being capable of having this contradiction explained insome way or 
other, and the authority of the Vedic Injunction assumed as the basis of this 
Smriti (in accordance with the last Adhikarana) having an authority equal to 
the direct Vedic Injunction that the Smrti is found to contradict, therenatural- 
ly arises the question,—Is such a Smrti to be accepted as authoritative P 
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or is it to be totally disregarded, on account of such contradiction, not 
allowing of the application of any one of the two aforesaid reasons to 
the case of such Smrtis? When two notions are found to present two 
contradictory ideas with regard to one and the same object, they are 
said to contradict one another; and the question, as to which of the 
two is to be accepted to the preclusion of another, is decided accord- 
ing to their comparative strength (or authority). (1) Under such cir- 
cumstances, when we come to suspect a certain Smrti injunction of 
being contradictory to a direct Vedic Injunction, it is just possible that 
the suspected contradiction could be explained and set aside, by show- 
ing that the two do not exactly refer to the same subject; or even when 
they do treat of the same subject, as there would be no contradiction, 
if one could be explained as a General Injunction, and the other as the 
prohibition of a particular phase of it, the two texts could be accepted 
side by side; specially as in another case (where the particular prohibi- 
tion would not be applicable), both of them could be found to be equally 
applicable, and as such they could both be accepted as optional alter- 
natives, both equally authoritative; and thus there would be no absolute 
contradiction between tlhe two texts. And secondly, the idea brought 
about by the Vedic text assumed in support of the particular Qmrti text 
being Vedic in its character, as that produced by a direct Vedic Injunction, 
and thereby both being equally strong in their authority, both the toxts 
could be accepted as equally authoritative. And consequently, with 
reference to the particular subject, the authority of the Smrti could not 
be absolutely disregarded. (2) On the other hand, when we find 
that however much we may try, we are unable either to explain the con- 
tradictory texts as referring to two distinct subjects, or to accept both 
of them side by side, as referring to the general and particular aspects 
of the same subject, or to admit of both as equally authoritative 
optional alternatives,—we cannot but conclude that the two texts 
contradict one another entirely, And as for the Vedic text that is 
assumed or inferred, and that which is directly laid down in the Veda, 
there is a vast difference in the authority of the two, as much as 
there is between ordinary Sense-perception and Inference. Consequently, 
then, there being no chance of both being accepted side by side, we 
cannot but totally disregard the authority of the Smrti, in contradis- 
tinction to the direct Vedic Injunction which has been shown to possess 
a much higher authority. [These are the two ways of looking at the 
contradiction ; and both having a show of reasonableness about them, they 
naturally give rise to a doubt in the mind of the student, and thus 
give occasion for the present Adhikarana.] On this question then, wo have 
the following :— 


126 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADHYAYA I—PADA IlI—ADHI. il. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The conclusion that presents itself at first is in this form: ‘Even when 
“there is a contradiction, the authority of the Smriti cannot be denied ; 
“ because if the Smrti be once held to be unauthoritative, it would be a sad en- 
“ croachment upon the limits laid down before (i.e. there would be no per- 
“ manency in the notion of the authoritativeness of Smrtis). In matters 
“relating to the performance of Dharma, we are always able to assert the 
“unfeigned authority of such Smrits as have been found to be based upon 
“ Direct Vedic Injunctions ; and with regard to these all suspicions of their 
“origin lying in Deception or Illusion have been set aside. If we once 
“ began to doubt the authority of the Smytis, upon such grounds as the 
“ Contradiction of Vedic Injunctions, the presence of such reasons for action as 
“avarice and the like (as shown in the next Sūtra), mutual contradictions 
“among the Smriis themselves, and other such like arguments,—then, how 
“could we ever be able to ascertain whether or not any particular Smyit 
“is contradicted by any Injunction contained in the Veda; specially as the 
“Vedas have an endless number of rescensions differing from one another 
‘“ in whole chapters, and whose authority is of a variegated character,—being 
“ based upon Injunctions by Direct Assertions as well as by Indirect Impli- 
“cations, and also upon Indirect Transference of relations by means 
“of significant names, &c.? Consequently people having their suspicions 
“ once aroused could not come to have any confidence in any Smrti Injunc- 
“tion; and this want of confidence would deprive the Smrti of even the 
“slightest shade of authority. For if the Smrti even once happens to 
“lose hold of its basis in the Veda, and comes to be attributed to its 
“ source in the realms of illusion, &c., even Indra himself could not step 
“in to save it (from total submergence in illusion; and as such the efforts 
“ made in the last Adhikarana to prove that the Smrti is not altogether 
“based upon Illusion would become useless). When the Smré is once 
“ decided to have its origin in one source (that of the Veda), then it is 
“only right that we should set aside the possibility of any other origin 
“ for it (in the shape of Illusion and the like), in order to remove all doubts 
“as to its authoritative character (and as such in our case the effort to 
“ prove that the Smrti is not based upon Illusion, &0., becomes useful); but 
‘this cannot be so, when there is no permanent fixity to the idea that the 
“ Smrti has its sole basis in the Veda (in which case all the efforts of the 
“last Adhtkarana become absolutely useless). 

“And further, if there were no contradictions among the Vedic texts 
“themselves, then alone could the contradiction of the Veda by the Smrti 
“ justify us in seeking for the source of the latter elsewhere (iu the realms 
“of Illusion, &c.) But as a matter of fact, we often find the Vedic texts 
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“themselves laying down contradictory courses of actions, such for in- 
“stance as the Injunctions—(1) Pours the libation before the Sun has risen, 
“and (2) ‘ Pours the bution when the Sun has risen’; ‘ Holds the Shodagi 
“ vessels at the Atirdtra, and does not hold the Shodagi vessels at the Attratra,’ 
“ and so forth,—where itis absolutely impossible to follow both the courses 
“laid down. 

“Under the circumstances, if by chance, a few Smrti Injunctions, 
“based upon certain texts of other Rescensions of the Veda, be found to 
“Jay down certain facts in opposition to those laid down by the particu- 
“lar Rescension that one may have himself studied,--this mere fact of 
“their support not being found in what we ourselves may have read, 
“cannot justify us, who base our conduct upon the whole of the Veda 
“in all its several branches, to absolutely deny the existence of such 
“corroborative Vedic texts as are distinctly pointed out, by these very 
“ Smrti, Injunctions, as having been found and duly studied by other 
“ persons of bygone ages (Manu, for instance) ; specially as all Vedic texts 
“are equally authoritative for all men, as we shall show under the Sitra.— 
“ The Veda is not addressel to any one person (II—iv—18) ; and also becanse 
“the Smrti is as good a means of ascertaining the Vedic texts, as a study 
“of the Veda itself. 

“ Therefore, just as you accept the authority of even such Vedic texts 
“as are mutually contradictory, in the same manner, you should also 
“accept the authority of the Vedic and Smrti texts, that may be found to 
“contradict one another. 

“Then again, from what you say, if would seem that when there is 
“no contradiction of the Veda, the Smrti has its foundation in the Veda; 
“ while, when there is a contradiction, it has its foundation elsewhere (in 
“Ilusion, &c.); and certainly this would be a very half-hearted theory. 
“ [ Ardhavaigasa literally means half-killing |. 

“ Secondly, with a deal of effort it has been proved above (in the last 
“ Adhikarana) that the Smrti has no foundation in anything else (save the 
“Veda); and to revive the question again, on the mere presence of a 
“ seeming contradiction, is an excess that cannot be very well allowed. 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude that the Smrti is always based 
“upon the Veda. For if even the slightest chance of other sources (as 
“that of Tilusion and the like) be introduced, all hope for any authority 
“of the Smrti might well be given up. 

“Then again with regard to the Smrti, in certain cases you would be 
“ denying the possibility of any such basis as those of Illusion and the like 
“ (with a view to establish their authority, as has been done in the previous 
‘* Adhikarana) ; while in other cases you would be admitting the possibility 
“of such bases (in order to deny their authoritative character); and such 
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“a suicidal process (of reasoning) not being allowable, the denial (of 
“the authority of even such Smrtis as contradict the Veda) cannot be 
“considered right. Therefore, whether the Smriis be authoritative or 
“not, this authoritativeness or its contrary must be accepted as absoluter 
“ly undisputed; and there can be no half and half authority and absence 
“of authority (exactly as one and the same woman cannot be half young 
“and half old). 

“And certainly the authors who compiled the Qmrtis must have been 
“ cognisant of the fact of certain declarations therein contained being con- 
“‘tradictory to the direct assertions of the Veda; and this clearly leads to 
“the conclusion that they must have braved this contradiction, only on 
“ the strength of certain other Vedic texts, on which they based their 
“« declarations. 

“Tf the more fact of perceptible worldly motives being found for the 
“actions laid down in the Smrtis were to make them unauthoritative, 
“then, inasmuch as there is always a likelihood of some such motive 
“being found, in connection with all that is laid down in the Veda, all 
“the scriptures would have to be considered equally unauthoritative. For 
“ instance, such grounds of the alleged unauthoritativeness of the Smrtis, 
‘Cas the presence of the motives of affection, aversion, vanity, recklessness, 
“ delasion, laziness, avarice, and the like, aro capable of being attributed 
“to all actions (Vedic as well as non-Vedic). So long as our own minds 
“ aro pure and devoid of all wickedness, we can always admit the Smrtie 
“to have a sound basis (in the Veda); and it is only when our own 
“ minds become tainted that we begin to suspect their authoritative 
“ character, 

“ What performance of Dharma is there, in which some sort of a 
“ perceptible motive cannot be found, and which cannot be found to be 
“ coutradictory to some other Direct Vedic Assertions P (The chances of 
“ contradiction are equally present in all Injunctions, whether the action 
“laid down be found to have a perceptible motive or not). And then 
“again, the terribly ignorant Atheists have no other business except find- 
“ing some sort of a worldly motive for all actions,—even those that are 
“not due to any apparent perceptible worldly motive. Even the actions 
“laid down in the Veda are made by them to be due to certain 
“worldly motives; and on the slightest grounds they explain one Vedic 
“Injunction to be contradictory to other Vedic texts. And under the 
“circumstances, if the Mimansakas once give an opportunity to the 
“ Atheists (and encourage them by borrowing their arguments, in dealing 
“with the Smrti texts that contradict the Veda), thus encouraged, the 
“ Atheists would not leave the authority of any path of Dharma safe. 
“ Because these Atheists do not trouble their objectives until these latter 
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“themselves give them an opportunity of attack. And when they have 
“once been given an opportunity, by such persons as borrow their imag- 
“inary attacks upon the authority of the scriptures, who (i.e., which 
“ scripture) can hope to escape alive, if once fallen in the way of their 
“ (argumentative) path ? For these reasons, itis not right for the Miman- 
“ sakas to help the accomplishment of the purposes of the Atheists, who are 
“ bent upon the destruction of all Dharma. 

“You have (in the foregoing Adhikarana) accepted the authority of 
“ Purdnas, Smytis, Crutis, and Usage, at first by mere faith; and then you have 
“ proved, by means of arguments, that the authority of these, as pointed 
“ out in the scriptures, is quite sound; you should stick to this conclu- 
“sion by all means, and not slacken your faith midway; because such 
“ slackening would lead to the destruction of the whole fabric (of the 
“authoritativeness of Smrtis as proved in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; 
" exactly likea cart, whose fastenings have become loosened. When a man 
“has accepted a certain theory, he should carry it through, fearlessly ; 
“otherwise he would lose it all, through fear, to the wicked intrusions of 
“ such opponents as are always prone to attack timid people. 

“Then again, if the Veda itself were not found to lay down certain 
“actions, that have worldly motives, and some that are contradictory to 
“other Vedic texts,—then alone could these two facts be rightly turned 
“to account to prove that the Smrtis that lay down such actions can have 
“no foundation in the Veda. As a matter of fact, however, we find the 
“ Veda laying down thousands of such actions as Threshing, Pounding, and 
“the like, which have only visible results; and then what is the harm 
“ if such results are also found to apply in the case of actions laid down 
“by the Smrits ? There are also other actions laid down in the Veda, 
“ which have only visible results (and which can be attributed to motives 
“of avarice, &c.), such as, the giving of the gifts to the priests, and the 
“sacrificer’s action with regard to the Tanénaptra butter. Under the 
“ circumstances, if these actions be said to be not based upon the authority 
“of the Veda (because of their having visible results), then, in that case 
“alone could the Smrtis laying down similar actions be also denied the 
“support of the Veda. And when we actually find many such actions 
“laid down in the Veda itself, how can the mere fact of the action 
“ having visible results be accepted as proving the non-Vedic origin of 
“the Smrtis enjoining them ? 

“ For these reasons it is rightly incumbent on the Mimadnsaka to carry 
“through the theory of the Smrytis being based upon the Veda, that was 
“arrived at before (in the foregoing Adhikarana) : and why should he 
“flinch now ? We conclude, then, that even though the Smritis are found 
“to lay down actions with visible results, and also those that are contrary 


17 


130 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADHYAYA I—PADA, UI ADHI. It. 


“to direct Vedic Injunctions, yet no sound arguments can rightly be 
“brought forward to shake their authoritativeness. Specially as it was 
“an unqualified authoritativeness of all scriptures that was established 
“in the foregoing Adhikarana, it must be allowed to remain intact, even if 
“ they be found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Assertions.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above arguments, we make the following reply : All authority 
of the Smrti becomes inadmissible, when it is found to be contradictory 
(to Vedic Assertions) ; and it is only when there is no such contradic- 
tion that the Veda affords an inferred basis for the authority of the 
Smrti. Those Smrti passages that we find to be in direct contradiction 
to the Veda must have their origin in Ignorance, &o., and can never be 
admitted to bave any foundation in the Veda itself. 

In the case of the Smrti we do not admit of a self-sufficient authority ; 
and as for its authority being based upon the Veda, this is found to be con- 
trary to the perceptible fact (of its being contradictory to the Veda). 
We can assume a Vedic passage (in support of a Smrii) only so long as we 
do not find a direct Vedic text bearing upon the same subject; and 
when such a text is found (and found to be contradictory to the assertion 
of the Smrti), then we can never allow of an assumption of any other 
Vedic texts in support of this latter ; for certainly, when we actually see 
the elephant passing before us, we do not seek to infer its existence by 
means of its footprints. And Smrtis are the means of leading us to the 
inference of Vedic texts, exactly as the footprints lead to the inference 
of the elephant ; consequently when this efficiency of the Smrii is found 
to be contrary to a direct Vedic text, its efficiency (to lead to the assump- 
tion of a Vedic text) is set aside exactly as in the case of the elephant. 
And Smrytis based upon such inferential assumptions can flourish only so 
long as their basis is not cut off by directly perceptible texts to the 
contrary. And when their basis has been so cut off, they have not a much 
longer span of existence left to them ; and die off exactly like the branches 
of a tree that has been uprooted. 

A direct self-sufficient authority is not possible for the Smrtis them- 
selves, by which they could be independent of extraneous support; and as 
for this support, we do not find any (in the case of such Smrtis as are 
contary to Vedic Texts). Nor can there be an inference of a Vedic text 
that is opposed to a direct Vedic text already extant; because, when 
all that people want to know with regard to a certain matter is knowh 
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by means of the direct text already available, there can be no necessity for 
an inference of assumed texts, 

If with regard to a certain matter, the Smrti text dealt with a phase 
of the subject other than that treated of in the Vedic Text (contra- 
dicting it), then to a certain extent, its authority could have a chance of 
being admitted (with reference to that particular phase). But when the 
subject mentioned in the Smrti has already been dealt with, either in the 
same or in a contrary manner, by the Veda, then, with regard to that 
object, the Smrti cannot be admitted to have any authority. Because in 
the case of any two means of cognition operating contrary ways, with 
regard to a common objective, the one that has a quicker action accom- 
plishes its object sooner, and leaves no chance for the accomplishment of 
the slower. And even if the latter is only one degree slower than the 
former, it is bound to lose in the long run, because its opponent will have 
reached the goal long before it. On the other hand, in a case where 
there is no swift opponent tending to deprive it of its objective, the weaker 
process might take its own time, and there is no chance of its being 
interrupted. 

Nor is there any such unflinching command as that which has once 
been found to be authoritative must always be accepted as authoritative. 
(And even though in certain cases the Smrti has been found to have an 
authority that can force us to admit its authority even in cases where it 
is contradicted by the Veda yct) it is a general rule that whenever a cer- 
tain thing is going to be brought forth, it comes to be accomplished only 
if it is not interrupted in its accomplishment by something that is contra- 
dictory to it. Whereas that, which has its very foundation cut off while 
it is not fully brought forth, or which has its very source cut off, can 
never attain an accomplished condition. (And this is the case with the 
authority of the Smrtis in question). But even though it is not accom- 
plished, when interrupted by a stronger opponent, yet it does not follow 
from this that it would not be accomplished, even in the absence of such 
opposition. (Hence though the Smrti that is contradictory to the Veda 
may not have real authority, yet that does not affect the authority of other 
Smrtie that are quite compatible with the Veda). Conversely, even 
though a thing may be accomplished in the absence of opposing forces, yet 
from this it does not follow that it will be accomplished, even when there 
are strong forces opposing its accomplishment. (Hence though the Qmrtis 
compatible with the Veda may be authoritative, yet that does not establish 
the authoritativeness of those that are contrary to it). Because, in all 
cases where we have a general rule and an exception, all cases cannot be 
covered by the general rule itself ; on the other hand, whilo the exception 
sets aside the general rule, in a particular case, it does not follow that the 
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general rule would be thus set aside in all cases. What is proper in such 
cases is to carefully differentiate the cases where the general rule and the 
exception may be severally applicable, and then accordingly, ascertain where 
the one will set aside the other ; which cannot be ascertained by means of a 
vague general perception. For one, who would base his actions upon such 
general perceptions, would succeed in allaying his thirst by the waters of 
the mirage (because in this case also he has a general perception of water) ; 
conversely, having found his idea of water to have been an illusion in the 
case of the mirage, he would not perform his ablutions, even in a tank, 
fearing lest he be deceived in this case also. Asa matter of fact however (in 
the case of the mirage) the notion of water is accepted as true, only so long 
as one has notacquired the knowledge that tt is not water, but only a mirage. 

In the same manner, then, Inference is accepted as true, only so long 
as its objective is not found to be covered by a Sense-perception contrary to 
it. Thus then, the authority of the Smrii can be accepted to be based 
upon inferred (assumed) Vedic Texts, only so long as the subject of that 
Smrti is not found to be covered by a direct Vedic Text contradictory to it. 
From these reasons, if we conclude that in certain cases the Omriis are 
authoritative, while in some cases they have no authority, we cannot be 
said to be open to the charge of “half-heartedness.” Because just as the 
notion of water is found to be true, in the case of the perception of real 
water, while untrue in that of the mirage, in the same manner we can, 
as reasonably, accept the Smyti to be authoritative when it is found to be 
in keeping with the Veda, while reject it as having no authority, when 
found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Texts. And it cannot be rightly 
urged that either all Smrtis should be accepted as authoritative, or, if its 
authority be denied in one case, the whole of it should be considered 
unauthoritative. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Smrtis that are contradictory to the 
Veda, have no authority, because any assumption of Vedic Texts in their 
support being precluded by direct Vedic Texts, they cannot but have their 
origin elsewhere (in Illusion, Ignorance, &.) 

Question : “ Why cannot such Smrtis be accepted as laying down optional 
alternatives to those laid down in the Texts that they are found to 
contradict ? ” 

Answer: All alternative options are open to eightfold objections (ex- 
plained below); and as such, it is not very desirable to accept them. And 
further if (by the acceptance of such option) a partial unauthoritativeness 
of the Smrti be accepted, it becomes very easy for us to deny its authority 
completely (on the strength of the well-established authority of the Vedio 
Texts that it is found to contradict). Even in those cases where both 
alternatives are equally strong, there is an eightfold discrepancy attaching 
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to the option; and it is accepted, only under the pressure of necessity, 
when there is no other way out of it. How then can it be accepted in 
the present case, where the authority of one alternative is one step fur- 
ther removed from that of the other, and is got at by means of external 
aids? That is to say, before the particular Smrti would succeed in acquir- 
ing its authority (secondhand, from the assumed Vedic Text), it would 
be set aside by the Direct Vedic Texts, that are self-authoritative (aud as 
such not depending upon any extraneous authority). 

Thus then, in matters relating to Dharma, the Smrti not being accepted 
to be self-sufficient in its authority, it cannot be admitted as pointing out 
an alternative to the Veda, which could be done only if both were equally 
strong in their authority. And having its authority dependent upon extra- 
neous aids, the Smrti can never attain any authority, when it is just checked 
by Direct Vedic Assertion; and as such, it can never raise its head again. 

The acceptance of option, even in a case when both the alternatives 
are equally authoritative, cannot be accepted until we assume the partial 
unauthoritativeness of both of them. And the assumption of such (partial) 
unauthoritativeness of that which is decidedly self-sufficient in its author- 
ity (i.e. the Veda) would be open to two objections : (1) it would set aside 
the eternally apparent and universally recognised authority of the Veda, aud 
would thereby run counter to a well-ascertained idea ; (2) such unauthorita- 
tiveness could be cognised only by means of Negation; but (in accepting 
the alternative theory) we would be denying the really existing authority 
(of the Veda), in the absence of any such Negation (ie., any assertion 
denying the authority of the Veda) ; this would be the second objection, 
based upon the fact of your making a contradictory statement with regard 
to Authority (that is to say, you assert that Authority is non-authoritative). 
Even though in the first instance (i.e. in the acceptance of one alterna- 
tive), you may, for some reason or other, accept the responsibility of the 
above two objections, yet when you would proceed to accept the other alter- 
native, you would render yourself open to two other objections: (1) You 
had asserted (in the former instance) that the Authority (of the Veda) is 
cognisable by Negation (that is to say, non est); and now (when you are 
accepting the authority of the Veda as the second alternative), you would 
set aside this assertion of yours, and thereby make yourself liable to the 
first charge of self-contradiction ; and (2) secondly, in the first instance, 
you had denied the self-evident authority (of the Veda); and now you 
would be reasserting this authority, and thus render yourself liable to 
another charge of self-contradiction. Thus then, in the case of a single sen- 
tence, we have shown the acceptance of Option to be open to four objec- 
tions; aud the same would be found to be the case with regard to any 
other sentence. 
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But with all this an option has been accepted in the case of the two 
sentences laying down the Vriht and the Yava as the grain to be used at 
sacrifices; because in that case, there is no help; as if one proceeds to act 
according to the Injunction of the Vrihi, he is drawn away from it by 
the Injunction of the Yava; and vice versd ; and thus being drawn from 
two sides, by these two texts, as if by two celestial women (equally attrac- 
tive), not finding any difference in the strength or authority of any one 
of them, and not finding any means of reconciling them, with reference 
to any one object, the person would naturally conclude that being mutually 
contradictory, both the texts are unauthoritative (partially), and in this 
case the unauthoritativeness of that which (being a part of the Veda) is fully 
capable of all authority, is accepted, because there is no help in the matter : 
if there were any way out of it, such an assumption could never be allowed. 

In the case in question, on the other hand, we can never deny the 
authority of one alternative (the Veda) ; and the unauthoritative character 
of the other alternative (the Smrti) alone, cannot establish the unauthori- 
tativeness of both. Even in ordinary worldly affairs, we find that when 
a man falls in a position where he must lose cither one thing or many things, 
when there is a chance of all being lost, he gladly renounces half the 
number (and keeps the other half) (so in the case in question, when we 
are given the option of either denying the authority, at least partially, 
of both the Veda and the Smrti, or accepting the authority of the Veda and 
the Smrti in keeping with it, and denying that of the contradictory 
Smrti,—we cannot but gladly choose the latter alternative as decidedly the 
wiser and the more reasonable of the two). 

And when both are rejected, then we have a destruction of the athe: 
rity of both; which is also the case if the sacrificer offers at his sacrifice, 
mixed offerings of Yava and Vrihi; because no such mixed offering has been 
laid down anywhere. The Injunction of the Yava, as well as that of Vrihz, 
is a restrictive one; and each of these implies the incapability of any other 
substance being used at the sacrifice. And the Vrihi is pointed out as being, 
independently by itself, the article to be used at the sacrifice; so is also 
the Yava; and as such we can never get at any Injunction of the mixture 
of both. If the Vrihi alone, or the Yava alone, were found unable to ac- 
complish the desired sacrifice, and if, for that reason a mixture of the two 
were used, these facts would set aside the authority of both the Injunc- 
tions (of Yava as well as of Vriht). Thus then, we find that this idea of 
employing their mixture is equal in all respects to the suspicion (that none 
of the two is able to accomplish the desired sacrifice) ; and as such this 
would also load to the complete denial of the authority of both; and it 
would be far better to attribute unauthoritativeness to each of them by turns. 
This leaves the character of both extremely uncertain ; but no such uncer- 
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tainty is allowable where a certainty is capable of being arrived at. And 
in every case we can carry on our business only by means of such objects 
as have been duly ascertained to be of one definite nature. 

Consequently, that which is authoritative, must always remain authori- 
tative, while that which has no authority cannot be held ever to have any 
authority. If the same thing be considered authoritative at one time and 
_ unauthoritative at other times, we can place no confidence in such a thing. 
And all this anomaly faces us directly, in the case of the alternative Injunc- 
tions of the Vriht and the Yava, where there is no way out of the difficulty. 
Specially as in this case there is nothing to justify us in adhering to any 
one of the two, exclusively, which one we shall accept as authoritative, while 
denying the authority of the other. 

On the other hand, in the case of the Direct Vedic Text and a contra- 
dictory Smrti Text, we have two means at our command, by which we 
can definitely decide to accept the Vedic Text as absolutely authoritative 
and totally reject the Smrti as having no authority at all. 

I. In the first place, to the Veda and the Smrti belong authorita- 
tiveness and unauthoritativeness, respectively, naturally by themselves; 
consequently, their respective unauthoritativeness and authoritativeness 
can be due only to extraneous influences. A property that is natural 
to a thing can be denied or set aside, only if we can find a strong reason for 
such denial; and in the present case an idea proceeding from a Smrti 
text can never have strength enough for setting aside or negativing 
that which proceeds from a direct Vedic assertion; while, on the other 
hand again, the idea proceeding from the Vedic assertion is admitted 
to be of superior strength, and as such is acknowledged to be capable 
of negativing that which is due to the Smrti. 

This comparative strength and weakness, as the ground for effective 
negativing, we have already explained in detail while treating of Sense- 
perception and Inference; and the comparative strength of Direct Assertion 
and Indirect Implication is also explained in III—iii—1, where it is shown 
that that which is nearer to its objective than the other is always to be 
accepted as the stronger of the two; and if we apply the same standard 
to the case of the Smrti and Cruti texts, we find that the Çruti authorita- 
tively points out its objective, long before the Smytt succeeds, in establish- 
ing its own authority (by means of an assumed Vedic Text). 

(It might be argued that the Smrii also would in due time come to 
indicate its own objective, contrary to the Veda, and as such it could be 
accepted as laying down an optional alternative to the course laid down in 
the foregoing Vedic Text; but this is not possible; because both the texts 
refer to the same object, and) it is not possible for the same object to have 
contradictory properties. And then too, when the objective has been 
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already taken up by one that moves faster (in the present case, the Vedic 
Text), there is nothing left for the slower one (the Smrti) ; for instance, an 
object that has been taken away by horses can never be got at by asses. 
And it is always found to be the case that long before the Smrti succeeds 
in pointing (for its authority) to an assumed Vedic Text in support of its 
own assertion with regard to a certain object, a contrary idea of the object 
has already been arrived at by other means (i.e, by means of the directly 
perceptible Vedic Text), which is much swifter in its operation, not being 
hampered by the necessity of seeking elsewhere for its authority. fi 

It is only so long as the person has not quite ascertained what is to be 
done, that the operation of such means of the cognition (of Duty) can last ; 
when this has been duly ascertained, there is no more necessity of any 
means of cognising it. If the Vedic and the Smrti texts were to poiut to 
their objective simultaneously, at one and tle same time, then there would 
be no ground for difference in them (whereby we could accept one to be 
stronger than the other); and in that case both could be accepted to be 
(optional alternatives) of equal authority. 

Or (the difference between the operations of the two texts may be 
thus explained): We find the Vedic Toxt pointing out its objective directly ; 
and if at this very point of time the Smrti could also succeed in pointing 
out the assumed Vedic Text (that would serve as its authority ),—then, in 
that case, somehow or other, we could accept them to be of equal strength, 
as regards their being the means of cognition; because while the former 
would be acting as the means of cognising its particular objective, the 
Intter would also be operating towards the bringing about of a cognition of 
the assumed Vedic Text; even though this latter would still be further 
removed from the real objective, yet as it would have been found to give 
rise to some cognition, it could have been accepted to be a means of right. 
notion; and as it would have been found to be functioning simultaneously 
with the Vedic Text, we could have accepted both to be of equal strength. 
But as a matter of fact, even when we find the Smrti providing an idea of 
its objective, while it looks about for a corroborative Vedic Text, without 
which it is not sufficiently established (in authority), it becomes set aside 
by a (contrary) directly perceptible Vedic Text, which is ever well-estab- 
lished in its self-sufficient authority. A Smrti that would not need a 
corroborative basis (in the Veda) would fall off from its position of Smrti 
(Remembrance, which is held to be that of a Vedic Text to the same 

effect) ; and as it stands in need of such basis, while it is without such 
basis, it is always set aside by a (contrary) Vedic Text. 

This is the first method whereby we reject thé authority of the con- 
tradictory Smrti, before it has been allowed to attain the position of an 
optional alternative. 
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II. To explain the other method: we grant for the sake of argument 
that both the Veda and the Smrti are of equal strength, and that they 
are to be accepted as laying down optional alternatives. Even then as 
in this case also, the Smrti would be accepted to be partially unauthorita- 
tive, it would be completely set aside. 

That is to say, even if we admit the contradictory Smrti as laying 
down an optional alternative (to the Vedic Injunction), when we would 
‘be accepting the alternative laid down in the Veda, we would be admitting 
hie authority of the Veda; and then, we could not but admit the Smrti in 
question to bo unauthoritative; and this unauthoritativeness could not be 
said to be an entirely foreign property imposed upon it, as it is admitted 
to be in the case of the Veda; because the sole authority of the Smrti lies 
in the fact of its being based upon the Veda; and as such when we are 
admitting it to be unauthoritative, all that we are doing is to declare the 
fact of its not having any basis in the Veda. And as soon as the absence 
of such Vedic support has been duly ascertained, we are forced to seek for 
its origin elsewhere (in the realms of Delusion and the other causes, that 
have been refuted in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; and itis fully admitted on 
all hands, that it has been compiled by human authors (Manu and others) ; 
and for these reasons, we cannot accept its want of origin or basis to be 
(like that of the Veda) duc to its eternal character; and (as it is found 
to have no basis in the Veda) we cannot but conclude that it has source in 
the realms of Deception, Illusion, Ignorance, &c. And if we assume, 
for the Smrti, any basis other than the Veda, this very basis entirely 
destroys its authoritative character. 

In the case of the Injunctions of the Yava and the Vrihi, on the other 
hand, at the time that we accept the latter alternative and use the Vriht at 
the sacrifice, we impose upon the former Injunction, an unauthoritativeness 
which is altogether foreign to it (as being a Vedic Text, it is self-sufficient 
inits inherent authority); and in the same manner, at the time that we 
accept the other altornative and make use of the Yava, the extraneous un- 
authoritativeness that had been imposed upon it is set aside by its own 
inherent anthoritative character ; specially is such the case because of both 
the texts being equal in their authority, both equally forming part of the 
same Veda, and there being no difference between the two, with regard to 
the proximity or otherwise of their respective objectives. 

In the case of the Smrti, on the other hand, when its authority having 
no basis in the Veda has been once lost in the pools of Illusion, Ignorance, 
&c., there can be no chance of its being picked up again. Because with 
regard to the same Smrii text, it is not possible that it should have its 
basis in an assumed Vedic Text, at the time that we do not accept the 
alternative laid down in the Direct Vedic Text; and that it should have 
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its basis in Illusion, &c., at the time that we accept the said Vedic alterna- 
tive (because one and the same thing cannot have one kind of origin at one 
time, and a totally contrary origin at another). 

The following arguments are urged (in support of accepting the 
aforesaid option) : ‘ All that you say would be quite correct, if the person 
“ accepting the option always found the Vedic Text before coming across 
“the alternative Smrti text ; and then if, after having acted in accordance 
“ with the former, he sought to follow the course laid down by the latter, ` 
“ then alone could the authority of the Smrti be said to be totally destroyed. 
“ But this is not possible, in a case where it is the Smrti text that is found 
“ and followed first. 

“ That is to say, in the case where a man has come across the Smrti 
“ toxt alone, he at once infers that it has a basis in a certain Vedic Text; 
“ and when he has once got a definite idea of such a Vedic Text (in support 
“of the Smrti), even if a certain direct Vedic assertion to the contrary 
“ present itself subseyucntly, this latter cannot set aside the authority of 
“the former inferred Vedic Text. Because when the ass (though slow) 
“ has once reached its objective, the horse reaching it afterwards, cannot 
“ deprive the ass of what it has already got. 

“There is no such law as that where a Smrti toxt is contradictory to a 
“ Vedic Text, it is the former that is always cognised first. Because when 
“many people are conducting a number of enquiries, the various texts 
“present themselves to them in various orders; and no significance is 
“attached to the order of their appearance, in the determining of the 
“comparative authoritativeness of the texts. For certainly, when a man 
“ is reading the Veda, if he finds the Injunction of Vrihi in the first chapter, 
“and that of the Yava in the second, this does not make the authority of 
“ the latter at all less than that of the former (as you also hold these two 
“ to be possessed of equal authority ). 

‘We also find that the authors of the Kalpasitras, in making a com- 
“ pilation of the Injunctions contained in their own particular Veda with 
“ those contained in other Vedas, always treat the latter Injunctions (when 
“any of them is found to be contrary to ono of the former) as laying 
“down another alternative course of action. (And as one’s own Veda is 
“ studied before any other is taken up, if that which is cognised first were 
: to be always accepted as the most authoritative, then the Injunctions con- 
i tained in one’s own Veda would always be taken as setting aside those 
“contained in the other Vedas; and as such the Kalpasitras could not 
“ treat them as equall y authoritative and laying down optional alternatives). 
“ Such jaint compilation of all the Vedas is also what is favoured by Jaimini 


“himself; as he also holda that that which is comprehended beforehang 
“ would set aside all subsequent Injunctions, 


DIRECT VEDIC DECLARATIONS MOST AUTHORITATIVE. 139 


“ Consequently, we should attach no significance to the order in which 
“the texts appear; what we have to do is to follow the law Jaid down 
“under Sé#tra II—iv—18:—The Veda is not laid with special reference to 
“any one person; and hence thoso men,—whose ideas (of duty) are 
“ dependant upon all the various branches of the Vedas, those that are 
“directly perceived as well as those that are only remembered, all being 
“equally authoritative, in that they aro equally cternal,—when inves- 
‘‘tigating the significations of the various texts, should attribute to the 
“ weakness of their own perceptive faculties, the fact of one text being 
‘perceived after the other, and should accept all of them to be equally 
“ authoritative; just as even though the letters and words composing a 
‘“ sentence are cognised one after tho other, yet they are all taken to be 
‘* equally important factors in the compreleusion of the sentence. And thus, 
“ like the instructions received from one’s Father and Mother (those of the 
“ Mother always preceding those of the Father and yet both being accepted 
“as equally binding), they should, without the least doubt, accept all the 
“texts to be equally authoritative and binding. 

“ Othorwiso if the mere fact of appearing beforehand were to be taken 
“as asure mark of superior authority, and that appearing afterwards were 
“ taken as a mark of unauthoritativeness, what intelligent man could ever 
“arrive at a decisive conclusion on the point of the authoritativeness or 
“ otherwise of different texts? (As there is no certainty that that which 
“ appears first at one time would do the same at all times). 

“ And again, if the mere fact of its appearing subsequently were made 
“ the ground for relegating the Smrti to the realms of illusion, then even 
“in a case where the Smrti is not contradicted by the Vedic Text, it could 
“ not be accepted to be authoritative (as in this case also the Smrti would 
“ be appearing after the Vedic Text). 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude, either that all Smrtis are based 
“upon the Veda (and as such equally authoritative), or that all of them 
“are the products of illusion; and there can be no admixture of their 

“ origin (that is, it is not right to accept some of them to be based upon 
“the Veda, and others to be based upon Illusion.”) 

To all this, we make the following reply: Though in a case where we 
come across a certain Smrti text, if wo do not meet with a direct Vedic Text 
to the contrary, we can safely infer a Vedic Text in support of that Smrti, 
free from all hinderances for the time being. But if at some future time, 
we come across a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, we cannot but at once 
get aside the former Smrti (as unauthoritative) ; and thus all chance of its 
having any basis in the Veda having been set aside, we would be forced 
to the conclusion that it must have its origin in some sort of an illusion, &c. 
And thus after we have found the Vedic text to the contrary, we are natur- 
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ally led to think that the idea that we have had from the Smrti is false; and 
from this we are forced to admit that this idea must have been false, even 
at the time that we had met with the Smrti for the first time. Even is 
ordinary experience, we find that a man who is unable to distinguish the 
false coin from a true one, uses the latter as the real coin; but from this it 
does not follow that he will continue to use and accept the false coin for the 
true, even after he has become capable of recognising its false character ; 
and his subsequent discrimination leads him to the conclusion that his 
notions with regard to the false coin are false, not only at the time when 
he is able to distinguish it from the true one, but that it has always been 
false, even at the time when he accepted it as true. (In the same manner, 
when we do find a Vedic Text, we conclude the Smrti to be false, not only 
now, but always, even when we first met it, and had not found the Vedic 
Text contradicting it). As the idea afforded by the Smrti now (when we 
have founded the Vedic Text to the contrary) is just the same as that 
afforded by it before, this former idea too becomes set aside (when we find 
the contrary Vedic Text); for if the former idea were not falso, the latter, 
being identical with it, could never be false. 

Objection: “Even when we have found the contrary Vedic Text, we 
must conclude that it contradicts, not the Smti, but the Vedic text that 
had been assumed as the basis for that Smrti (and thus the contradiction 
being between two Vedic texts, these being equally authoritative, you can- 
not but admit of the theory of Option).” 

Reply: But this cannot be; because at tle time of the performance of 
each individual action, there is an investigation into the character of its 
authority. For if one always depended upon the conclusion that he may 
have arrived at in one case, then the man, who has discarded the Vrihi and 
accepted the alternative of Yava, at any one sacrifice, would always, 
throughout his life, use the Yava alone, and never use the Vriht; and it 
would never be possible for both of them to be used by every man, as 
optional alternatives. Consequently, then, when a man happens to consider 
the authority of a particular action, which he «is going to perform for the 
first time, and he finds that he has not yet directly come across any such 
Vedic Text as he had assumed, in support of the Smrti text, on whose 
strength he had performed the action for the first time, he is again led by 
the Smrti text itself to argue that inasmuch as the Smrti has been com- 
piled by a person who is known to be an orthodox performer of all Vedic 
actions, it must have its origin in the Veda; and thus he again sets about 
inferring the existence of such a Vedic Text; but now, if at the very out- 
set, he be met by a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, he would find that 
the undoubted self-authoritativeness of this text could not be otherwise 
possible, and is forced to admit that the contrary Smrti text must be un» 
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authoritative ; and the final conclusion that he arrives at is that the origin 
of the particular Smrti text lies, not in any Vedic Text (as inferred before), 
but elsewhere (in the realms of Illusion, &c.); and by this he is not led 
to impose an unauthoritativeness upon the Vedic Text that was assumed 
to be the basis for the Smrti ; because the unauthoritativeness of this is 
directly perceptible by the mere fact of its not being found anywhere (in 
the Veda; and as such there is no need of any such imposition). (And 
thus we find that the direct Vedic Text contradicts, and points to the unautho- 
ritativeness of, not the assumed Vedic Text, but the Smrti text that was 
sought to be based upon that assumption ; and thus there is a contradic- 
tion, not of one Vedic Text by another Vedic Text, but that of a Smrti 
text by a Vedic one). 

You have argued above that, as there is no such fixed rule as that the 
Vedic Text must always be cognised, prior to the Smrti, or vice versd, 
there could be no fixed idea as to the authoritative character of the one or 
the other, if their authoritativeness or she contrary were to be ascertained 
solely by their prior or subsequent cognition. But this non-fixity applies 
to your theory also: and as such, it should not be urged against my theory 
alone. In a case where we directly find a Vedic Text contradicting the 
Smrti text, and have no opportunity for assuming a Vedic Text in support 
of this latter, it is naturally concluded to have its origin elsewhere (in 
Illusion, &c.) ; and as such is completely set aside, And ina case where 
the contrary direct Vedic Text is found at some other time, even then, the 
contradiction and the consequent rejection of the Smrti is duly ascer- 
tained at that distant time; and this rejection of authority for ever after- 
wards, attaches to the Smrti, which cannot clear itself of such unauthor- 
itativencss. 

As for those that cognise the Smrti text before the contrary Vedic 
Text, though they themselves may not be cognisant of the contrary Vedic 
Text and the consequent rejection of the Smrti, yet, inasmuch as the author- 
ity of such a Smrti text has been set aside elsewhere by a previous re- 
cognition, by other people, of the Vedic Text contradicting it, the Smrti 
can never free itself from this unauthoritativeness, attaching to it perma- 
nently. And even in ordinary experience, we find that the contradiction 
of the cognition of other people is by no means a very slight means of 
ascertaining one’s own cognition to be false ; as for instance, when (by some 
disorder of the eye) we see the moon as duplicate, or when we are mistaken 
in our notions as regards the various directions, we conclude our own ideas 
to be false, only when we find them to be contrary to those of other people. 

Objection : “ In the case of the Vedic Injunctions of the Yava and the 
Vrīhi also, when one would decide to use the Yava, his conclusion would 
be contrary to that of another person who has decided to make use of 
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the Vrihi and thereby the former conclusion would have to be accepted 
as wrong.” 

Reply : But in that case, both the Injunctions are equally of direct 
Vedic origin; and as such the authoritativeness or otherwise is only like 
the rising or sinking (of an object) (z.e., though the authority ever continues, 
yet when it rises up, we accept its authoritativeness, and we make use of 
one Jnjunction ; and when it sinks down, its authority is only hidden from 
view, and that of the other Injunction having come up, we accept this 
latter and act up to it); and as such both of them being equal in the eyes 
of all men, we are unable to find any other ground of difference (between 
the two). 

(If it were a rule with all people that they always cognised a Smriti 
text before cognising any Vedic one, then it might have been possible for 
the former to have led to the inference of a corroborative Vedic Text and 
base its authority upon it; but) as a matter of fact, such people, as always 
cognise a Smrti text beforehand, are not to be found, in any number, the 
unauthoritativeness pointed out by the contrary Vedic Text cannot leave 
its hold upon the Smrti. 

Further, in the case of Smrtis, there is an inherent ground of unauthor- 
itativeness (in that they have never any authority of their own, but only 
one borrowed from the Veda) ; and the falsity attaching to them upon this 
ground alone renders them unable to set aside any direct Vedic Text. All 
that you can do is to impose upon the Veda an unauthoritativeness, which 
is absolutely foreign to its very effulgent self-authoritative character; and 
as this unauthoritativeness is actually found in the Smrti (contrary to the 
Veda), wherefore should you go about assuming it in the Veda (where 
there is no room for it)? When you find a Vedic Text and a Smrti text 
contradicting each other, it is absolutely necessary that you should re- 
ject the authority of one of them; and as you would proceed to assume the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text (your action in this resembling that 
of the covering up of a really existing thing with a piece of cloth iu order 
to deceive yourself into the belief that it does not exist), the inherent unau- 
thoritativeness of the Smrti would present itself before you, and would set 
aside, once for all, all your doubts as to which of the two is to be rejected ; 
and would leave you no ground for assuming the absolutely unreal unau- 
thoritativeness of the Vedic Text. 

Even in the case of such Smrti texts as are not contradicted by a 
direct Vedic Text, the fact of their being based upon the Veda is by no 
means always quite certain. Though this fact can be got at by means of 
Inference, yet it can also be negatived by other similar meaus of cognition. 

Thus then, we find that the case of the Qmrti text contradicting the 
Vedic Text is not identical with that which is not found to be so contra- 
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dictory ; because of the causes of the two being different (that of the formor 
being actually decided to be Illusion, &c., while that of the latter is only the 
particular cognition of the Author of the Smrti); and as for the origin of 
these texts, it can be ascertained, only in accordance with the hearing of their 
contradictories (4.¢., the Smrti that has a Vedic Text for its contradictory 
is decided to have its origin in Illusion, &c., while that which has not such 
a formidable contradictory is believed to have some authority). And 
thus we have proved that the charge of “half-heartedness ” cannot be 
laid at our door. 

Exactly as in the case of Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, &c., 
(explained under Sutra III—iii—14), thoir comparative strength or weak- 
ness is ascertained, according as tho one that follows is found to be contra- 
dictory to, or supported by, that which precedes it,—in the same manner 
we could also ascertain the authoritativeness or otherwise of the various 
Smrti texts, according as they are found to be contradicted or supported by 
Vedic Texts; and there can be no admixture of the two; nor can all Smrti 
texts (those contrary to the Veda and those not contrary to it) be said to 
be of the same class. 

[Another instance of contradiction of the Veda by Smrti, that is cited 
in the Bhashya, is that the Smrti lays down that the whole of the sacri- 
ficial post is to be covered over; while the Veda enjoins that the sacrificer 
should sing a certain hymn while touching the post]. And here, though 
the covering over of the post is laid down in the Kulpasitra, which is of a 
class different from the ordinary Dharmagastra Smrtis, and which has 
been compiled with the avowed object of collecting together the precepts 
actually found in the Veda,—yet, we shall prove later on that the differ- 
ence between the Kalpasiétra aud the ordinary Smrti is very slight; and 
also as both of them are equally the works of human authors, the Bhashya 
has cited the Kalpasitra in the same category as the ordinary Smrti. 

[The next instance cited is that in the Smrtis it is declared that as 
soon as the sacrificer has purchased the Soma, the priests can dine at his 
place; while the Veda declares that they can dine at his place only when he 
has completed the Agnishomiya-sanatha]. And here, though the former pas- 
sage is found in the Atharva-Veda,—yet (1) as we find that this particular 
Veda does not in any way help any sacrificial actions that are performed in 
connection with the sacred fire,—(2) as we find this particular declaration 
contradicted by the said declaration which is found in the three Vedas that 
are related to such sacrificial actions,—(3) andas the point atissue is in re- 
ference to such a sacrificial action,—we follow the law laid down in the Sūtra 
IlI—vi—9, where it is distinctly declared that authority which is directly 
related to the ‘point at issue is stronger than that which is not so related ; 
aud from this law we conclude the said declaration of the Atharya-Veda 
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to be weaker in its authority than the other declaration; and for this 
reason, it has been cited in the Bhdshya, in the same category as the 
ordinary Smrtte. 

[Another instance of the contradiction is, that the Smrtis lay down 
that the Brahmana is to remain a student for forty-eight years; while the 
Veda lays down the performance of the Agnihotra (and hence of marriage) 
by one whose hairs are not yet grey and who has got a son.) And here, 
though the period indicated by the absence of greyness in the hair is most 
indefinite, and it may be that he may not have got a son till then, yet we 
accept the particular period to be ‘ youth,’ as pointed out by such Smrtis 
as—‘ one should seek after Dharma while he is still young,”—or as ex- 
tending, at the very utmost, to ‘middle age’; while if one were to remain a 
' student for forty-eight years, these forty-eight years added to the four or 
six years before the Upanayana, would bring the life of the religious student 
up to the fifty-second or fifty-fourth year of his age or even more than that 
(if the Upanayana be delayed to the 10th or 12th year) ; and this would cer- 
tainly be getting beyond the ‘ middle age’; (and as up to this time he could 
not marry, the person could not perform the Agnthotra) the contradiction 
between the two Injunctions becomes quite patent. 

In connection with the contradiction that has been pointed out with 
regard to the covering of the post, it may be argued that even when the post 
has been covered, it is quite possible for it to be touched (and as such there is 
no contradiction). But how can you deny this contradiction P Because 
Touching is the feeling of an object by means of the tactile sense; and when 
the post is covered by a piece of cloth, there can be no such feeling of it; 
because if the cloth is touched, that would not be the touching of the post; 
because the touches of these two differ in points of their genus, individual- 
ity, &c. If by the touching of an object connected with another object, 
the latter were also touched, then the touching of the Earth would also be 
the touching of the post (and as the sacrificer is always touching the earth, 
any Injunction of the touching of the post would be entirely irrelevant). 

An objection is raised: “ Firstly, we do not think the Earth to be the 
Post, while we have a distinct notion of the post, even in a post that has 
been covered by the cloth; and as such there is a difference between the 
case in dispute and the instance you have cited. And secondly, even when 
the Oadndala happens to touch the cloth that we are wearing, we can be- 
come pure only by undergoing the same processes of bath, &., as those 
that are laid down for one who is touched by him directly.” 

Reply: True it is that we have got to bathe in the case you mention ; 
but that is owing to our contact with the cloth, that has been defiled by the 
direct touch of the Cändāla. We are led to this conclusion by the fact 
that, even when a piece of cloth that we are not wearing is touched by the 
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Oandala, if we happen to touch this cloth, we have got to bathe, &c., 
exactly as if we ourselves had been touched. 

Another question is raised: ‘‘ How is it that you have brought forward 
a sort of defilement—that of ourselves by touching the cloth that has been 
touched by the Candala—which is not mentioned in the codes of morality ? 
If such defilement were real, how is it that you do not accept such defile 
ment in the case of metals, wood, &c.; when these having been touched by the 
Odndala, happen to be touched by us? Certainly, no reasons appear to help 
us here.” 

To this we make the following reply: With regard to wood, grass, 
&c., it is distinctly laid down that they are purified by the air itself; while 
there is no purification of the cloth, except by washing. It may be urged 
that this purification has been laid down as necessary only when the cloth 
happens to be besmeared with unclean matter. But we do not find the word 
“ besmeared ” in the text of the Smrti, where it is simply said, that “an 
unclean cloth is to be washed”; and certainly the cloth that has been 
touched by the Odndala cannot but be accepted as “ unclean ”; and as such, 
it can be purified only by being washed in water. 

Obj.: “It is only for the man himself that the Smrtis have enjoined 
certain expiatory rites as to be performed when he happens to be touched 
by a Cändäāla; and hence it would seem that such uncleanness attached to 
the man alone; and not to any other substance, like the cow or the horse. 
And when we come to consider whether the cloth, like the cow, is not made 
unclean, by the touch of the Cdnddla, or it is rendered unclean, like the 
man,— we naturally conclude that it is, like the cow, not made unclean by 
the touch.” 

Reply: But we findthe Smrti laying down that a man when thus touch- 
ed is to dip into the water, with all his clothes on; and from this we infer 
that the clothes are also rendered unclean, and its case is not like that of 
the cow, &c. And then again, when we happen to touch the Candala, with 
our hand (and there being no direct contact of the Odnd@la with the cloth), 
even for this case, the Smrti lays down that we should bathe with all our 
clothes on; and from this also it isclear that the cloth is rendered un- 
clean even by its contact with the human body which has been touched by 
the Candala; and consequently it is not unreasonable to declare it unclean 
when it has been touched by the Cāndāla directly. As for the cow, horse 
&c., even when they happen to be touched by the Odndala, the Smrti Injunc- 
tions do not make it necessary for them to be washed ; and as such we do not 
accept the fact of these animals being defiled by such contact ; and as such the 
case of the cloth cannot be taken as identical with that of these animals. 

For these reasous, in the case in question, the touching of the cloth can- 
not be regarded as identical with the touching of the post (covered by it) 

19 
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If the Injunction be explained as laying down the necessity of the 
priest singing the hymn, while touched by the post,—then too, it would be 
necessary for his body to be in direct touch with the skin of the post. And 
even if the Injunction, be taken to mean only that he should rest upon the 
post, then too the necessity of direct contact remains just the same; and 
as such, even this resting would not be possible if the post were complete- 
ly covered up. For, in that case, the priest would sing while resting upon 
the cloth (and not upon the post) ;- because even though the cloth itself, 
would be resting upon the post, yet it could serve as the rest or support of 
the priest. For these reasons, :we conclude that there is a direct contra- 
diction between the Smrti Injunction of the covering of the whole post, 
and the Vedic one of touching it; and as such it is only right that we 
should clearly discern which is to be given the preference. 

Says the Bhadshya (in support of the option theory): “ But wherefore 
are not these two Injunctions not accepted as laying down optional alterna- 
tives?” And this must be taken as basing the authority of the Smrti 
Injunction upon an assumed Vedic Injunction inferred to form part of a 
different Branch of the Veda; because, as it is, the Smrti by itself has no 
injunctive power, and is not equal in its own authority to the contrary 
Vedic Injunction. 

The Bhdshya says (inreply to the above question): This cannot be: 
because we accept two statements as optional alternatives, only when we do not 
perceive one of them to be a distinctly mistaken one. And as we have shown 
abovo, one of the two Injunctions must be held to be a mistaken one; and 
in this the mistake cannot but be laid at the door of the Smrti. 

The compound “ Vyamohavijnanam” may be explained either as a 
Genitive-Tutpurusha—the meaning in that case being ‘the ascertainment 
of another cognition’—or as a Karmadharaya, the meaning being ‘the 
mistaken character of the cognition itself.’ 

Says the Bhdshya: One who would accept the theory of option in the 
present case would be accepting the authority of the Vedic Text, when he would 
touch the post; and as this authority is that of a direct Vedic Teat, if it is 
once accepted, it can never be reasonably taken as having only a partial appli- 
cation. And this is to be taken as proving the fact that, inasmuch as 
all chance of the Smrti text being based upon the Veda is cut off, it can- 
not but be held to have its root in Illusion. And if such character of the 
Smrti once admits of the authority of its contradictory Vedic Text, the 
authority of this latter can never be suspected to be partial; because the 
Veda can never be reasonably open to an imposition of falsity; it is with 
this-view that the Bhdshya says it can never have a partial application. 
And as for the Smrti text laying down the covering up of the whole post, 
as it is always shrouded in the cloud of unauthoritativeness, and is never 
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capable of being cleared from it, this Smrti is also said in the Bhashya 
to be never partial (in its unauthoritativeness). 

Or, if we accept the reading (in the Bhdshya) “ Pakshikanca” (instead 
of “ Apakshikanca’’), the meaning would be that even in accordance with 
the option-theory, at the time that we would accept the alternative laid 
down by the Veda, there would be no chance of the assumption of a 
Vedic Text in support of the contrary Smrti Injunction ; and as such, we 
would be obliged to conclude the Smyii text to be based upon ignorance, 
&c.; and hence it could never clear itself from this taint of falsity, and so 
it could never be accepted as authoritative. 

As for the Vedic Text, on the other hand, when it has once got the 
slightest occasion for asserting its authority, it can never be set aside 
as false, because its opponent (the contrary Smrti Text) is very much 
weaker than itself (and as such can never set aside the authority of the 
Veda). It is with this in view that the Bhdshya says: That which serves 
as the basis of the authority of the Vedic Text, at the time that rts injunction 
is accepted as the desired alternative, §c., &c. 

It cannot be reasonably urged that the reading of the Vedic Text (that 
is found to contradict a Smrti Text) is wrong; inasmuch as it appears 
quite possible for the Smrti itself to have its origin in such faulty sources 
as a wrong comprehension of the Vedic Text, or illusory dream-like cogni- 
tions. 

The Bhashya says: Thus then, it cannot be assumed that the idea has 
been wrongly transferred to the Veda. And by ‘idea’ here is meant the idea 
of its authoritative character ; and by the negation of the expression wrong- 
ly transferred to the Veda, what is meant is the denial of the fact of assum- 
ing the partial unauthoritativeness of the Veda by the assumption of the 
fact of its consisting of mistaken statements. Or, it may mean that 
the idea brought about by the Gmrti having previously (at the time 
when the Vedic alternative is accepted) found to be a mistaken one, it 
can never attain even to partial authoritativeness; and thus the passage 
may also serve to point out the fact of the Simrtt text being contradicted 
by the Vedic one, specially on account of the former having its origin in 
Illusion &c. 

Says the Bhashya: Because the origin of the Smrti ts the same in both 
cases. That is to say, inasmuch as the Smrti has been set aside by a yery 
much stronger opponent, in the shape of the Veda, all possibility of the 
assumption of a corroborative Vedic text is closed for ever; and as such 
the Smrti can never attain to any sort of authoritativeness. 

Says the Bhāshya: Api ca itarétardgraye anyatahparicchédat ; and in 
this sentence the expression “‘ ifar&tardgraya’”’ means mutual contradiction, as 
explained below. In acase where two means of cognitions are found to 
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contradict each other, exactly like the syllogistic Middle Term which is 
concomitant both with the Major Term and its contradictory, the point at 
issue can be decided only by a third means of cognition. 

The Bhashya here has used the expression “ pram@ndyam smrtau” 
and the Vd: tika raises a grammatical difficulty: “If the word pramdna be 
taken as equivalent to the word jnadna (neuter),—or, even if it be explained 
as that which is cognised (made up with the nominal affix lyut),—we should 
have had the form pramdné smrtau, exactly as we have Védak pramadnam ; 
if, however, it be explained as that by which something ts cognised (made up 
with an Instrumental affix), it should have to be used in the same gender 
and person as the word it qualifies (the word ‘‘ Smriti”); and as such a 
final ‘7’ will have to be added to the word, according to Panini’s Sūtra l1V— 
i—15; andthe word having thus been transformed into pramdni, the above 
clause should have been pramdnytim smrtau.” 

Finding the Bhāshya to be grammatically inconsistent in both ways, 
with a view to defend the expression in the Bhashya, we should have 
recourse to the following arguments: The Smrti can be rightly spoken 
of as pramand,—this latter word meaning that which attains its authority 
in a corroborative Vedic text, the word being formed by adding the affix 
Kvip to the root ‘ay’ (to go or to reach) (the meaning of the expres- 
sion being ‘when the Smrte attains an authority based upon a corrobora- 
tive Vedic text’). (The formation of the word “ Pramdna” being thus 
grammatically explained, Pramana + ay + Kvip, the ya of the root being 
deleted, on account of its being followed by the Ka in Kvip, which is 
included in the pratyahdra ‘bal,’ in accordance with Panini’s Sūtra VI— 
i—66; and as for the letters of the ‘Krip’ affix itself, it disappears 
entirely, the ‘ K’ being deleted according to I—iii—8 the ‘v’ by VI—i 
—67, the ‘2’ according to I—iii—2, and ‘p’ according to I—iii—3). 
Though the affix Kvip will be the first to be deleted, on the ground of 
its deletion being necessary in all cases, and thereby the ‘ ya’ of the root 
will not have a following ka, yet we will have the deletion of the ya of 
the root, through the potency of the letter ‘k’ of the affix which leaves 
this potency behind, (even when the affix is deleted), in accordance with 
the Satra I—i—62. Nor can it be urged that there could be no such dele- 
tion, based upon the peculiarities of any letter ; because the Sūtra VI—i— 
66 distinctly lays down the deletion of the letters ‘v’ and ‘y’ when 
followed by the letters included in the ‘bal’ pratyahara (this ‘ bal’ being 
not a letter, but an affix). Or, we may divide the Sitra VI—i—67, into 
two parts “vēh” and “ aprktasya,’’ and thus the first part would mean 
that the letters ‘v’ and ‘y’ when followed by ‘vi’ are deleted; and in 
accordance with this, the ‘y’ of the root ‘ay’ becomes deleted, on account 
of its being followed by the ‘vi’ in ‘kuip’ (the ‘k’ always disappear ing 
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as soon as the affix is brought in). And thus the ‘y’ having been de- 
leted, all that remains is Pramana + a and then the feminine sign of ‘a’ 
being added, in accordance with the Sūtra IV—i—4, we have the form 
pramāna + a + 4G, and the second ‘a’ blending with the final ‘ a,’ we have 
pramina + ã, according to the Sūtra V I—i—101, which also tends to the ‘a’ 
being blended with the preceding ‘a’, and we get the word ‘ Pramānā.’ 

The Varttka next proceeds to explain that the expression “ itarétard- 
çraya ” of the Bhdshya, can also be taken in the ordinary sense of ‘ mutual 
interdependence.’ We find that the authoritativeness of the Smrti text is 
based upon the unauthoritativeness of the contrary Vedic Text; and the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text is inferred from the authoritative- 
ness of the Smrti Text. Similarly, on the other hand, the unauthorita- 
tiveness of the Smrti is inferred on the strength of the authoritativeness 
of the Veda; and the authoritativeness of the Vedic Text is ascertained 
from the unauthoritativeness of the Smrti Text. And thus, for one who 
would accept the two texts to be optional alternatives, there could be no 
escape from the two “ itarétardgrayas”’ explained above; whereas for one 
who totally rejects the authority of the Smrti Text (contrary to the Veda), 
there is only one kind of “ itar&étardgraya,” (that of mutual interdepen- 
dence, just explained, and it is not open to the contradiction that has been 
shown to attach to the Option Theory). 

And as in the case of the mutual contradiction of two means of cogni- 
tion, the matter in question can be ascertained by a third means; so it 
becomes necessary, in the present case, to point out the third means; and 
this means has been pointed out by the Bhdshya (in the shape of a reason 
for accepting one text and rejecting the other): The authority of the touch- 
ing of the post is a permanent entity (in the shape of the Veda), while that 
of the Smrti Text (laying down the covering up of the post) has got to be 
assumed. And here we find that this third means is not one that is alto- 
gether unconnected with the two objects of discussion (t.e., the two texts). 
And the two texts we had found to be open to the discrepancy of “ ttarétara- 
raya” ; consequently, inasmuch as we do not find the discrepancy in the 
third reason pointed out, we are enabled, by its help, to come to a definite 
satisfactory conclusion. The Veda being self-sufficient in its authority, the 
authoritativeness of the Vedic Text has an unimpeded permanence; where- 
as the authoritativeness of the Smrti being dependent upon the assumption 
of a corroborative Vedic Text, its authority has still got to be assumed. 

Thus we find that the authoritativeness of the Smrit depends upon 
the rejection of the authority of a direct Vedic Assertion; while the 
authority of this Vedic Text is rejected on the sole ground of the authorita- 
tive character of the Smrti Text (which it contradicts); and this mutual 
interdependence cannot by any means be avoided. 
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As a matter of fact, however, no amount of assumed unauthoritative- 
ness can touch the Veda; and so long as this unauthoritativeness has not 
been established, there is no chance for the authoritativeness of the Smriti. 
For one, who is ambitious enough to think of acquiring glory by suppress- 
ing one who is stronger than himself, cannot but be quickly annihilated, ex- 
actly as the foot-soldier is destroyed by the elephant. And consequently, in 
the very action of the assumption of the authoritative character of the Snyrti, 
its upholder becomes vanquished (by the superior strength of the Veda). 

On the other hand, when we proceed to consider the aforesaid 
‘mutual interdependence,’ as applying to the acceptance of the superior 
authority of the Vedic Text, we find that here, it is through the authorita- 
tiveness of the contrary Smrti Text that the Vedic Text attains to an 
undisputed authority ; and consequently, when we proceed to seek for the 
ground for rejecting the authority of the Smrti, we find that from the 
very beginuing, the Smrti by itself (without the support of the Veda) is 
ever unauthoritative; and thus (before it has succeeded in pointing to an 
assumed Vedic Text as its authority) even a single moment having been 
found by the contrary Vedic Text, this latter fully asserts its own 
authority during that time (aud leaves no opportunity for the assumption 
of any texts). That is to say, when we have just found the Smrti Text, 
and have not yet got at its corroborative Vedic Text, we conclude, at least 
for the time, the Smrti Text to be without any authority; aud by this 
mere fact the authority of the contrary Vedic Text having been established, 
its authority remains for ever unmolested; and this conclusion is got at by 
a means other than the two texts themselves. 

Thus then, we find that in one case, (i.e, when we have the Vedic 
Text alone), the authoritative character of that Text is ascertained 
through its inherent self-sufficient authority ; while in the other case (t.e., 
when we have come across a contradictory Smyriit Text, the authoritative- 
ness of the Vedic Text is ascertained from the (aforesaid) momentary un- 
authoritativeness of the Smrii. And when the Vedic Text has once 
asserted its authority, at the first moment, basing it upon a certain basis 
(of the temporary unauthoritativeness of the Smrti Text),—it gets a firm 
footing in its complete form long before the next moment (of the assump- 
tion of a text corroborative of the Smrti) has fully appeared. 

The Bhdshya explains this, in one way, in the passage—As the basis 
of the Smrti has still got to be assumed, its authority cannot be ascertained ; 
specially so long as its corroborative Vedic Text has not been found,—on 
account of there being no grounds for assuming it. The other way of 
explaining the same thing is that when once the Vedic Text has obtained 
an authoritative footing, it cannot but be kept up until finally its authority 
becomes beyond all cavil and dispute. 
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In the cases of an acknowledged option—such as those of Vrihi and 
Yava, and the Brhatsima and the Rathantarasdma,—we accept the option, 
because there is no way out of it; specially as the injunctions being found 
in the Veda, there is no difference in their force, as there is in the case of 
two men, one standing on a step higher than the other (i.e., none of the two 
stand in need of the intervention of the authority of any assumed texts) ; 
and as such, both being of equal strength, we can have no reasonable pre- 
ference for either the one or the other; and hence in such cases, we must 
admit of option, as explained before. 

Thus we conclude that no authority attaches to such Smrti texts, 
as are contradictory to direct Assertions of the Veda. 


End of Adhikarana (2). 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the unauthoritative character of such Smrti Texts as have their 
origin in ordinarily perceived worldly objects]. 


Sutra 4, (Also because we find reasons). 


For the following reason too, the 9mytis in question cannot be accepted 
as authoritative ; because we find them to be due to other causes. Nor is it 
possible to assume the existence of corroborative Vedic Texts either by pre- 
ference or by Apparent Inconsistency, on the ground of the authors of the 
Smriis being such persons as were the performers of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. Because this reason is found to be too wide (and as such not 
invariably pointing to an authoritative text). For when the capability of 
the Smrti to point to a corroborative text has been destroyed by the contrary 
Vedic Text, we can have no inference of any such text; and then, when we 
proceed to look for the source of the Smrti elsewhere, we find its sources, 
sometimes in Illusion, sometimes in Avarice, and sometimes in perversions 
of arguments,—any or all of these being incapable of being denied as a 
sufficient cause of such freaks of imagination (as we meet with in the Smrtis). 
These sources can belong only to such Smrtis as have been maimed by a 
contrary Vedic Text, and not to the Vedic Text itself ; because a contradic- 
tion of the Veda always sets aside the Smrti, and never vice versd. It may 
be argued that—‘“ Just as we are unable to find a basis for the Qmytz in 
any Vedic Text, in the same way, we may be unable to find its basis any- 
where else (in Illusion, etc.).” In view of this question, the Bhadshya adds— 
It is more reasonable (and more in keeping with facts) to assume its basis in 
Illusion, ete., than in the Veda; because when we can find any perceptible 
basis (in Illusion, eto.), we can have no ground for an unseen one (in the 


Veda). 


[The above explanation makes the Sūtra a part of the preceding 
Adhikaraga]. It may also be taken as an independent Adhikarana, says the 
Bhashya. 

Whenever an alternative interpretation is suggested, there can be 
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only one of the following two reasons: (1) either that the former explana- 
tion is not quite satisfactory, or (2) that the second explanation brings out 
certain facts not got at by means of the former. 

And in the present case, the unsatisfactory character of the former 
interpretation consists in tho fact that when the unauthoritative character 
of the contrary Smrti Text has been already established on the excep- 
tionally strong ground of its being contradicted by Vedic Texts, it is not 
much use bringing forward farther arguments in support of the same 
conclusion. On the other hand, when we take the Sūtra as a distinct 
Adhikarana by itself, we find it affording an argument, which, independ- 
ently of the former arguments (detailed in the preceding Adhikarana), 
is capable of setting aside the authority of the Smrti texts; and for this 
reason we oxplain it as constituting an Adhikarana by itself. 

In the case of such Smrti texts, as are not directly contradicted by the 
Véda, and yet are incapable of any authoritativeness, we find other reasons 
for asserting this unauthoritativeness ; and: there is no possibility of such 
texts being set aside by any means (other than those pointed out by this 
Sdtra). For instance, the Smrli lays down—“ The Adhvaryu priest takes 
the cloth worn at the Vaisarjana Homa”; and it is in accordance with 
this that the priest takes away the cloth in which the Soma is brought, and 
also that worn by the Sacrificer during the performance of the Vatsarjana 
Homa ; and though this Injunction is not found in any of the metrical texts 
of Manu, &c., yet it is inferred on the strength of such being the practice 
of the priests. Similarly we have a Smrti injunction laying down the 
giving away of the “ y#pahastt,” by which the cloth enclosing the sacrificial 
post is meant; and this acceptance of the cloth by the priest is also based 
upon an Injunction, which is itself based upon the fact of such being the 
recognised practice of priests. 

In the case of these Smrtis too, though it would seem that, inasmuch 
as the performers of such deeds aro the performers of Vedic sacrifices, these 
injunctions must havea basis in the Veda, yet no assumption of such Vedic 
texts is possible; because they may be explained as being due to avarice, 
&c. The priests know that the sacrificer is bound to them as it were, on 
account of the necessity of his finishing the sacrifice that he has commonced, 
and also that he would be free from their clutches as soon as it is finished ; 
and consequently, while he is still busy with the sacrifice, they beg from 
him various things, basing their petitions upon various claims, and also up- 
on imaginary texts laying down and eulogising the gifts asked for, where- 
by they seek to convince him of the sacred character of their petitions ; and. 
in this they behave exactly like the slaves at the harvest, who prefer several 
requests to their master, basing their requests upon long established 
claims of sorts. And the Sacrificer too finds the texts that the priests bring 
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forward to be similar to the well-known Vedic texts laying down other gifts ; 
and thereby being convinced of the necessity of the gifts asked for by them 
gives them the things they ask for; and consequently the Smrti texts may 
be those very imaginary texts, whose tradition has been kept up by a line 
of selfish priests; and while we have this suspicion, no assumption of a 
Vedic text in support of such texts is possible, And as shown above, it is 
far more reasonable to conclude them to be due to avarice, &c.; and so the 
suspicion becomes a certainty. And it may be pointed out that this fact has 
already been hinted by the Bhashya, by the expression “ Tulyakdranatvat ” 
(1.e., the fact of avarice being the source applies to the case of the Vaisaryana 
cloth, as also to the covering of the post). 


But with reference to the two foregoing Adhikaranas, the following 
points are worth consideration :— 

The fact of the Smrtis being based upon the Veda having been fully 
established, even if, perchance, a certain Smrti text be found to be con- 
tradicted by a certain Vedic text, how can we attribute it to such other 
causes (as Illusion and the rest) ? 

It is a well-known fact that Vedic texts are scattered over various 
branches of the Veda, known to different persons; and that they do not 
occur in the Veda in the order in which they are used at the performance 
of sacrifices ; and consequently, it is only right that, with a view to protect 
intact the context of the whole Veda, the authors of Smrtis, when 
laying down the performance of certain actions, should not quote the Vedic 
texts themselves ; but simply point to them, by means of expressing the 
game sense in their own words, and then collect them as such in one place; 
and in so doing the words used by these authors serve to indicate the words 
of the Vedic texts (which are themselves not available), exactly in the 
same manner as certain distinctions of tone, accent, &c. (serve to indicate 
the different meanings of words, &c.) And as, when a student goes toa 
teacher with a book in his hand, when the teacher points out a certain text 
as forming part of the work, even though it be not found (in the particular 
book carried by the student) he accepts the text as true; in the same man- 
ner, the words of the authors of the Kulpasiiras, occupying with us the 
same position as the words of the teacher, simply point to the existence of 
Vedic texts in keeping with themselves; and as it is only in this pointing 
out that their function ceases, they cannot be rejected as unauthoritative, 
on the ground of their proceeding from a human source; exactly as though 
proceeding from them, yet the distinctions of tones, accents, &c., are not 
rejected as altogether unauthoritative, 
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Then again, that the Vedas are in such and such a form can be point- 
ed out by such men as either read or remember them; and no difference is 
made whether the one or the other means is employed. As at the time 
that the person is not actually repeating the Veda, even those who have 
read it all up, retain the Veda either by the impressions left by them, or 
by his memory (and in the case of Remembrance also, the text is retained 
by memory). Thus then those Vedic texts, whose sense is remembered 
and reproduced (by the authors of the Kalpasttras), and as such clearly 
pointed out as really existing in the Veda, are equal in authority to 
those texts that are directly found in the Veda as one may have learnt 
it; and as such, on what grounds could they be rejected? If a single 
Smrtt work could be found to be, through and through, against the Veda, 
then alone could we reject that work, and employ the others (in our prac- 
tice). (But no such Smrti work is found). As a matter of fact, all 
the Smrtis that we know of,—such for instance, as those treating of the 
Upanayana, &c.,—are found to be based upon direct Vedic texts, of the several 
rescensions, the Katha, the Maitrdyani, and the rest; and if by chance 
any single sentence in such Qmrti, be found to be not in keeping with 
Vedic texts, we dare not conclude, on the strength of that solitary in- 
stance, that that particular Smrti text must have its origin elsewhere (in 
the realms of Illusion, &c.) And when such a Smrti text is rejected by 
some person, over-fond of logical reasoning, if he is soon made acquainted 
with a Vedic text, of a different Cakha, corroborating that very Smrti, 
how sorry would the countenance become, of this clever logician? And 
(as the Smrti text would be found to be contradicted by one Vedic text 
and corroborated by the other) there could be no certainty as to whether 
its authority is to be rejected or accepted. 

As for the Smrti text enjoining the covering up of the whole post, 
which has been cited as an instance of a text contradictory to the Vedic 
text laying down the touching of the post,—this Smrii text is entirely corro- 
borated by direct Vedic texts; as has been clearly shown by Jaimini him- 
self in his work the “‘ Chandogydnupada,” as also while dealing with the 
subject of the “ Audumbari yipa” as laid down by direct Vedic texts of 
the Çäkatāyani Brahmapa,—where it is pointed out that the people 
belonging to the Çäkatāyani Rescenion, should, in covering the post, have 
the “ thread-ends”’ at the top; which distinctly shows the necessity of its 
being covered by cloth, as is also pointed out by the following text: “ the 
cloth is praised, the cloth is prosperity, the cloth is peace ;” and in connec- 
tion with this, Jaimini has (in the aforesaid work) also explained the cover- 
ing of the Audumbari post by a piece of cloth as being based upon direct 
Vedic texts. And thus being based upon Vedic texts, how can it serve as the 
instance of a text to be rejected as unauthoritative ? On the other hand, it 
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is only proper to accept it as laying down an optional alternative to the 
Vedic text ; as both have been found to be equally strong in their authority. 

As a matter of fact, however, there would have been a possibility of 
its being totally rejected, only if there were a real contradiction; but in 
the present case, there is no contradiction at all ; for mere covering cannot 
be contradicted by the text that enjoins its touching. Because if the post 
were covered up, leaving a few inches uncovered, could not the touching 
be very well done? That the whole of the post should be covered is not 
laid down in the Kalpasdtra; and as a matter of fact too, nobody covers 
it near the root of its ears. Even if the particle ‘pari’ (in the Sūtra) 
were taken to imply the covering of the whole post, then too the Sūtra 
would have its purpose fulfilled even if the post were left uncovered in the 
small place (near its ear). 

It has been said that this covering of the whole of the post can only 
have originated in the greed (of the priest for the cloth); but the greed 
would have been better satisfied by covering the lower and the upper parts 
by two pieces, exactly as two are used by females for the lower and upper 
coverings (which would give the priest two instead of only one piece); and 
then again, the priest should have laid down that it should be a splendid 
silk cloth ; and not that it should be one only, and that too without any 
qualifications. That the injunctions of the various coverings are not due 
to any greed on the part of the priest is amply proved by the injunction 
that the post is to be covered by Kuga grass; and it is after the post 
has been covered by the Kuga grass that it is covered by the cloth. Attd 
certainly in the case of the text laying down the covering by Kuga, no such 
cause (as that of greed and the like) can be found; and in the case of the 
cloth-covering also, we cannot find any such cause for the restriction that 
the cloth should have its thread-ends pointing upwards. 

As for the text that lays down the propriety of eating at the place of 
the Sacrificer when he has pruchased the Soma, it is a text from the 
Atharva Veda; and certainly there can be no reason for asserting its un- 
authoritativeness. Even though this particular text of the Atharva Veda 
does not serve any purpose in connection with sacrifices, yet what is there 
to set aside its authority with regard to other matters? The performance 
of Gants (pacification of evil influences), Pushti (actions meant to bring pro- 
sperity) and Abhicdra (killing of enemies, &c.), are all laid down in the 
Atharva Veda, as to be performed for the sake of the same person (that 
performs the sacrifices), and by the very same priest; and thus we find 
that the Atharva Veda serves the purposo of explaining its own particular 
provinee of Actions, exactly in the same way as the other three Vedas do 
with regard to their respective subjects (of the performance of the various 
sacrifices, &c.) (And as such there is no reason why the authority of the 
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Atharea Veda should be rejected in favour of that of the other three 
Vedas). And again, the Injunction of eating (at the place of the Sacrificer 
who has purchased the Soma) does not refer to any part of the sacrifice ; 
exactly as the actions of Canti, &c., do not form part of any ; therefore both 
(the Hating and the (anti) referring simply to a desirable purpose of man, 
the authority of the Injunction of the said Hating cannot be reasonably re- 
jected (i.e. as the Hating is not a part of the sacrifice, the authority of 
the Atharva Veda cannot be doubted with regard to it). 

(The Eating does not form part of any sacrifice because) it has been 
laid down, not with any special reference either to the sacrificer or to the 
priests, but with regard to nll men in general. There are certain other texts 
that prohibit a man to eat at the place of one who has been initiated for a 
sacrifice ; and we find two texts that allow him to eat at the sacrificer’s place ; 
but each of the texts defines different limits of time,—one of them allowing 
of the eating only when the sacrificer has finished the “ Agnishoma-sans- 
tha,” and the other pointing ont the “ purchasing of the Soma ” as the 
time after which one could eat at his place; and (there is no contradiction 
between the two texts, as) they can be taken as laying down alternative 
restrictions ; exactly as there are alternatives laid down with regard to the 
cessation of the various “ Periods of Impurity ’’—(where we do not reject 
any one alternative in favour of another). 

An objection is raised: “ The distinction that is made in the periods 
“of ‘impurity’ is due to considerations of the impediments to the perform- 
“ance of sacrifices; and for this reason the various limits of impurity 
“are not equally authoritative; and as such they cannot be accepted as 
“ alternatives. One who could become purified, or capable of feeding others, 
“in a shorter time,—why should he wait for the lapse of the longer time ? 
“ Thus then, if the Brahmana could become pure after the lapse of either 
“one or threo days, how could the impurity ever continue for ten days ? 
“ Because by ‘ purity ’ is meant the disappearance of sin, or the capability 
“of performing sacrifices; and how could these properties he held to be 
“ both existent and non-existent, before the lapse of ten days ? In the same 
‘“ manner, in the case of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, we can 
“ never know it to be both pure and impure, before the Agnishomasanstha 
“ has been finished. 

“It may be argued that—‘ The limit of the impurity in the case 
“of each person may be acknowledged to be that which he and his fore- 

~: fathers have been accepting from before, exactly as whether the 
‘© Agnthotra offerings are to be made before or after sunrise, is decided by 
“what the man himself or his forefathers may have been doing (and as we 
“ accept the two times to be optional, so too we can also hold the limits of 
“ purity to be optional).’ 
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“ But this cannot be; because in the case of the two times of 

“the Agnihotra, both are equally authoritative; and hence an option 
“is allowable; nor, in this case, is any contradiction of any previous 
“text (as there is in the case of the food, the mention of its purity 
“ being contradictory to that of its impurity, before the finishing of the 
“ Agnishoma). Because the mention of the advisability of making the 
“offering before sunrise docs not make that of making it after sunrise alto- 
“ gether useless. And further in this case, the two alternatives do not 
“ differ in the least, in the amount of trouble and expense that each in- 
“ volves. While, on the other hand, in the case in question, if the purity 
“that is accomplished in a shorter time, be postponed till a much longer 
“ time,—this action would in the first place be in direct contradiction to 
“ such express injunctions (of Manu), as that one should not extend the ita 
“ of impurity; secondly, the acceptance of the longer period involves a mr |. 
‘ greater trouble ; and as such no one could accept it; and as no one ao. ee: 
“accept it, the declaration of this longer period would become absolutely 
“useless. Therefore until we can find out some reason or object for the two 
“ declarations, we cannot admit them as optional ; and such object, or reason, 
“ for the lessening of the number of impure days, we have found to lie in the 
“ considerations of the impediments to the proper performance of sacrifices, 
“ (ie, as the greater number of the days of impurity would keep the per- 
“son away from sacrifices for a longer time, the period is shortened); and 
“in this case there is no extension of the period of impurity; and 
“as for shorter periods of impurity, we find these limited to—(1) four 
“days, (2) three days, and (3) one day—in the case, respectively, of the 
“deaths of the child, (l) that has cut its teeth, (2) that after whom 
& another child has been born, and (3) that which has not had its tonsure ; 
“and in these cases too, there is no extension of the period of impurity. 
“ Says Gautama (laying down reasons for the lessening of the period of 
“ impurity): It is done, for the sake of the proper transaction of business, in 
“ the case of the Kshatriya, and for the performance of sacrifices, in the cuse of 
“ the Brahamana. 

“Or, it may be that the injunction of not extending the period 
“ of impurity may have its application in a case where another cause 
“of impurity comes about within ten days from the first cause, in 
“ which case the lapse of these ten days purifies the man from the 
“impurities due to both events. The meaning of the said injunction. 
“ would, thus, come to be that one should not extend the period of ime 
“ purity, even if a cause for further impurity comes about; because the 
“ period of the former impurity would apply to the latter also; and hence 
“ it is that when the ten-day period of impurity due to a certain cause has 
“ begun, aud has not come to an end, before another event happens in the 
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“ interim, the former includes this latter; because the number of days 
“limited to fen spreads over all these ten days completely, and as such it 
“is only proper that it should have its sway over any other event that 
“ may happen within its limits, and thereby limit the period of impurity 
“ due to this latter. Purity and Impurity being imperceptible entities are 
“ accepted, just as they are declared to be in Vedic texts (and as such we 
“ cannot always find a reason for the continuance or cessation of the 
“periods of impurity due to various causes). 

“In the case of the eating (at the place of the initiated sacrificer), 
“ however, we do not find any cause or object for any limit; and hence 
‘the longer limit would always be rejected in favour of the shorter. 
“Consequently it is absolutely necessary to find out an object for 
“the laying down of the two limits, It may be urged that—‘ in the 
“case of the said eating also, when it is impossible to wait for the 
“ longer limit, or when the sacrificer happens to offer the food (which is 
“not considered right to refuse), then (under these two contingencies) 
“ his food may be taken, even after he has only finished the purchase of the 
“Soma. The Dharmagastras have often laid down certain secondary 
‘ causes of action, to be followed, in times of trouble, when it is impossible 
“ to follow the course primarily laid down; and in the same manner, it 
“ may be held that when one is on the point of death by starvation, he 
‘* can partake of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, even if this latter 
‘¢ may only have purchased the Soma at that time.’ Well, this is only 
“another way of declaring the injunction of the shorter limit to be un- 
“ authoritative; because, in the event of starvation, Vicvamitra even ate 
“of the thigh of a dead dog (which does not mean that the eating of the 
“ dog is allowable.” 

To all this, we make the following reply: In one case (as in the case 
of the eating of the dog) a certain evil deed is unavoidably done, which is 
not expressly permitted; and in another (as in the case of eating at the 
_ place of the sacrificer when he has purchased the Soma) that which is 
done as unavoidable, is also expressly permitted ; and certainly, this con- 
titutes a deal of difference. It cannot be denied that there is a difference 
between the general permission (that in troublous times men can, ‘under 
pressure of circumstances, do prohibited deeds), and a specific permission 
(that such and such an act is to be done); because there is no sin attach- 
ing to this latter act, while to the former, there is a slight taint of it. 
Manu also has laid down the following, with regard to the course of action 
permissible in times of trouble: ‘The sins committed during such calamit- 
ous times will be purified when such times have ceased; and the person, 
who has lowered himself by the performance of a slightly evil or a gravely 
heinous deed, can purify himself, when (on favourable times having 
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arrived) he is able to do so, by the performance of deeds of righteousness.’ 
And the first act of righteousness that will have to be performed would be 
in the shape of an expiatory rite; and when the man will have purified 
himself by its means, then alone will he be entitled to the performance of 
such other acts, as will bring to him particular desirable results, (1.¢., the 
various sacrifices ), 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the injunction, that permits the 
eating at the place of one who has purchased the Soma, is meant to imply 
that, in a case where there is no other means of saving one’s self from star- 
vation, if he eats at his place, he does not, by that, commit a sinful act. 
And in this connection, it may also be pointed out, that in a case where 
one is able to abide by the primary injunction, if he has recourse to the seo- 
condary alternative, he does not obtain the proper results,—as has been 
explained in the case of sacrifices. Thus then, inasmuch as the accept- 
ance of the simple alternative, without sufficient grounds for the renounc- 
ing of the chief injunction, has been condemned as useless (and not permis- 
sible), it must be concluded that when it is possible for the man to obtain 
food elsewhere, he should not, for mere worldly reasons, partake of food at 
the place of the sacrificer, (if he has only purchased the Soma, and not 
finished the Agnishoma-Sansthak). 

Or, we may explain the case in the following manner: The two courses 
of action referring to different points of time, and thereby not being cap- 
able of being taken as equally authoritative alternatives, we must explain 
away their seeming contradiction, by finding different purposes (or signi- 
fications) for them. (And this is done in the following manner): So long 
as tho initiated sacrificer has not purchased the cow, any partaking of his 
food is never allowable; and when he has purchased the Soma (one might 
oat at his place, but), if one desist from such eating even then (and wait 
until the finishing of the Sansthd), he would be imposing upon himself a 
certain penance, which is by no means compulsory (though leading to excel- 
lent results), exactly as the not partaking of any food at the Craddha ceremo- 
nies, or of giving up the eating of meat,—which, as penances, are good and 
bring about very good results, though they are by no means compulsory; as 
neither the eating at Ordddhas, nor the partaking of meat, is absolutely pro- 
hibited. Because what is absolutely prohibited is the eating at a place where 
a Craddha is performed, within the ten days of impurity, as also (according 
to some authors) the eating at the Anniversary- Craddhas; and there is no 
prohibition of eating at all functions that are performed in honour of the 
Forefathers; and hence we understand that if one desists from eating at 
all such functions, he is performing a particular penance, which leads 
him to Heaven. In the same manner, the eating of meat is absolutely 
prohibited on the sixth, eighth, fourteenth, and fifteenth (and the 
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thirtieth) days of the month; and from this it follows that the house- 
holder can eat it on the other days, if he so wish it; and hence if one 
desists from its cating, he acquires a peculiarly excellent merit; as has 
been expressly laid down (by Manu): ‘There is no harm in cating meat, or 
in drinking wine, &c.; such is the general inclination of men; but cessa- 
tion from these leads to excellent results.’ 

The opponent may argue thus: “ In the case of the eating of food at 
“a place where a Craddha is being performed, we find that there are in- 
“reality two distinct sentences; and as such we can interpret it as two 
“sentences; in the case in question, on the other hand, there is a single 
‘sentence prohibiting the eating of any food at the house of one who has 
“been initiated for a sacrifice; and as such, how can the single sentence 
‘express two (unconnected) facts, as that one should not eat before the 
“person has purchased the Soma, and also that if one does not eat at his 
‘place before he has finished tho Agnishomiya-Sanstha, he will be obtaining 
“excellent results ? ” 

To this, we reply as follows: The latter may also be taken as two 
sentences, as laying down distinct limits; the former general prohibition 
of cating ends with the purchase of the Soma; and we do not connect 
the second limit with this general prohibition; because this latter is one 
only (and as such cannot reasonably be connected with two limits). And 
then from the fact of there being a second permission (that one can eat at 
the place when the Saàsthā has been finished), we infer that there must be 
some other prohibition of the eating referring to the time intervening 
between the purchasing of the Soma and tho finishing of the Sañsthā (and 
that the latter injunction sets aside the inferred prohibition). Otherwise (if 
there were no such intermediate prohibition, why should that, which has 
been already permitted (by the sentence that permits the eating after the 
Soma has been purchased), be permitted again (by the sentence permitting 
the eating after the Sanstha has been finished) ? 

For instance, when the sacrifical priest has got his permission at 
the very beginning, what would be the use of according him another 
permission for the performance of the Nirva@pa? At the time that 
the priest is appointed, the sacrificer already accords him the permis- 
sion to do everything in connection with the sacrifice; and hence the 
word ‘prasava’ in the Mantra employed at the Nirvāpa is not taken 
as indicating another permission by the sacrificer. In the same man- 
ner, the permission of cating accorded by the passage that lays down 
the purchase of Soma as the limit would be needlessly repeated in the 
permission accorded by that which lays down the finishing of the Sanstha 
as the limit; and in order to avoid this, we must admit, either that the 
desisting from eating between the two mentioned limits is a particular 
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penance bringing about excellent results,—or that the latter passage 
permits the eating which has been prohibited by another (inferred) passage 
which operates between the time included between the two limits. And 
as the permitting of that which has been prohibited gives rise to the 
notion of an option, such a process is open to the eightfold discrepancies 
(of an Option, as explained above). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the permission is only of that 
which had been set aside as an exception (by the inferred intermediate 
prohibition). That is to say, this intermediate passage (whose existenco 
we have inferred) serves to lay down, for those who may be desirous 
of certain excellent results, an observance, in tho shape of the not- 
eating of the food of the initiated person (even after he has purchased 
the Soma); because before such a passage, the second permission would 
be meaningless; specially as it cannot be accepted as a distinct Injunction ; 
as in that case we would have to assume an invisible Transcendental 
Result (to follow from the act of eating after the Sañsthā has been finished). 
Thus then, the purpose and the object of the two passages (laying down 
the two limits of abstaining from the food of the sacrificer) being entirely 
different, they cannot be said to contradict each other. 

As for the Smrti text that enjoins tho life of the religious student for 
forty-eight years, this has been mentioned, in the Smrtis also, only as an 
alternative course; or, it may be explained as referring to conditions of life 
other than that of tho prospective householder; and as such there is no 
contradiction by this of the said Vedic text. Manu speaks of the person 
“having studied the three, two or even one Veda, in due order”; and 
from this it is clear that the three alternatives are laid down, either in 
consideration of the diverse capabilities of different students, or as 
referring to different conditions of life. Gautama has also declared that— 
“with a view to the studying of one Veda, the man should remain a 
student for twelve years”; and this is the first alternative, laid down for 
those desirous of soon entering into the householder’s state. And as the 
second alternative, he lays down the necessity of leading the student’s life, 
extending to twelve years for each Veda,—thus making up a sum total of 
forty-eight years. 

And in connection with these alternatives, we can make the following 
distinction : The longer period has been laid down for those that are either 
blind, or lame, or otherwise incapable of entering upon the duties of the 
householder. For such people, there is either life-long studentship, or a 
life of Renunciation ; and as such, they can very well accept the longer 
course of study, which is thus laid down for them, to prepare them, from 
the very beginning, for their religious life. Because it is only right that 
the Upakurvanaka student (who is incapable of affording any help to 
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others, in the shape of wife or children), should spend the greater part of 
his life in long-continued study; as that would endow him with great 
knowledge; and as such having all his sins destroyed by means of pious 
deeds (of worship, Japa and the like), and theroby becoming duly purified 
by means of pure study, he would reach the desirable goal, even if he 
succeeds in fulfilling only a few of the ordinary duties of life. Dvaipayana 
and others have also declared thus—‘ The Brahmana having all his 
duties accomplished by means of pure study, may or may not do any other 
actions ; and he is called a ‘Maitra-Brahmana.’ ” 

Then again, we find it declared that the daily performance of such ac- 
tions as the study and explanations of the three Vedas and the various S#iras, 
&c.—which go under the name of ‘ Brahmayajna’—bring about certain 
results, in the shape of Heaven and the like; and if these were taken to 
apply tosuch persons also as are capable of, and entitled to, the performances 
of the various sacrifices, then the Injunctions of these elaborate sacrifices 
(as leading to such results as Heaven and the like) would become abso- 
lutely useless; and consequently we take them as referring to the life-long 
Student and the Renunciate, who are entitled only to such actions as Japa 
and Meditation; and as the results following from such actions become 
greater by a greater knowledge of the Veda, the Smrtis lay down twelve 
years as the time to be employed in the study of each Veda. 

Or, it may be that if a student turns out to be exceptionally clever, 
and quickly reads up all the four Vedas, not neglecting, within the same 
time, a full comprehension of the meaning of the Veda, he can certainly 
take his stand upon the Injunction—that the lifo of the religious student 
should last only so long as the Vedas have not been studied—and can 
accordingly enter into the state of the householder directly (i.e, even 
before he has completed the twelve years); and in the case of this person, 
the particular Injunction has set aside both the injunctions that lay down, 
respectively, twelve and forty-eight years as the extent of studentship. 
Consequently then, (inasmuch as these are only various alternatives laid 
down in accordance with the exigencies of particular circumstances) none of 
them can be cited as an instance of the contradiction of a Vedic text. 

Thus then, we do not find any Smrti text contradicting the Veda; the 
contradiction that we do meet with is only between two Vedic texts; but 
this also is capable of being explained in some way or the other. ([) Conse- 
quently, the Sutra (the third) must be taken to signify only the advisability 
of a certain course to be adopted at the time of action (where it is always 
desirable to accept the alternative laid down in the Veda); (II) or, if it be 
absolutely necessary to take it as laying down the rejection of the Smrti 
this “ Smrti ” must be taken to refer to tho Smrtis compiled by people 
outside (the pale of Vedic religion). To explain— 
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I, With a view to offer a salutary advice to the people, what Jaimini 
says in the Sutra is that, in a case where we find the Vedic text laying 
down one action, and the Smrit laying down another,—and thus there be- 
ing an apparent contradiction between the two, on that point—it is desirable 
that, in practice, we should adopt the course laid down in the Veda. 
(Nor can it be argued that even this would be an indirect rejection of the 
authority of the particular Smrti text; because) even in the case of the 
alternative Injunctions of the Vrihi and the Yava, both of which appear in 
the Veda, if some person continues to employ only one of the two (the 
Yava alone, f.i.) at his sacrifices, throughout his life, he docs not, by that, 
become open to the charge of having rejected the anthority of the alterna- 
tive Injunction (of the Vrihi). In the samo manner, even when the Smrti 
is found to be possessed of an authority equal to that of the Veda, if one 
adopts the course laid down in the Veda, there is no harm dono to the Smrti. 
Thus then, all that is meant is that in cases where the Smrti toxts have only 
expressed,’ in other words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without taking 
the trouble of directly quoting such texts,—they make their authority de- 
pendent upon the inference of the Vedic texts on which they base them- 
selves; the Vedic text, on the other hand, is self-sufficiont in its authority 
which does not depend upon anything else; and as such this latter be- 
comes more capable of confidence, which makes people have greater faith 
in these, and adopt the course laid down by them, in preference to that 
laid down by the Smrti text. 

Thus then, the Sidra (the third) should also bo explained thus: When 
there is a contradiction between the ideas erpressed by the Vedic text and the 
Smrti, that which is independent of all else—(or if we read “ anupékshyam,” 
that which has not the need of resting upon anything else)—should be 
accepted as authoritative, the word ‘authoritative’ being supplied from the 
preceding Séira; and this is laid down with a view to the course that is 
advisable to be adopted under the circumstances. 

Thus, we tind that we cannot reasonably accept the absolute rejection 
of the Smrti text, whon there is every chance of our finding it to be based 
upon an independeut Vedic text, to be found in another rescension of the 
Veda. Nor will the adoption of the course laid down in the Smrti 
render the person open to the charge of having neglected the action laid 
down by a direct Vedic text; because at the time that we actually find, in 
another branch of the Veda, the Vedic text in support of the Smrti, both 
courses of action would become equally authoritative, and as such capable 
of being both accepted as optional alternatives. 

On this, it may be argued that—“ as in the case of the contradiction of 
the Smyti by the Vedic text, we only accept the former to be less trust 
worthy than the latter only (aud as such not to be given the preference) ; 
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so, in the same manner, when we find a course of action, laid down in 
another branch of the Veda opposed to that laid down in our own Veda, 
the former would be capable of rejection (in favour of the latter, which 
is more trustworthy for us).”’ 

It would certainly be so rejected, so long as, it is only known by 
hearsay; when, however, we actually come across it in the Veda, it does 
not in any way differ from the text met with in our own Veda. Thus, 
we conclude that the Sätra points out this peculiar relation between the 
Smrti and Vedic texts, that the former is not altogether set aside by the 
latter, nor is it equal to it in its authority. 

II. Or, the Süiras (third and fourth) may be taken as pointing out the 
fact of the unacceptability of the subsequent Smrti compilations on the 
ground of their being opposed to the Veda, and on account of their origin 
being found in the perceptible causes of Avarice, &c. These Smrtis that 
are not honoured by those who know the Vedas, are: (1) The compila- 
tions of certain texts relating to Dharma and Adharma, by Cakya, and tho 
propounders of the systems of Sa@ikhya, Yoga, Pancardira, Pdgupata and 
the like, all of which have in them a certain mixture of the Veda, and 
are hidden under a thin cloak of righteousness, treating of the various 
means of gaining popularity, wealth, respect and fame, and based upon 
the strength of certain visible results, quite unconnected with the Veda, 
and upon arguments seemingly based upon Sense-perception, Inference, 
Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency; (2) those that lay down certain in- 
structions, with regard to the gaining of a living, but are slightly mixed 
with a Vedic touch, through the mention of such Vedic teachings as those 
of not-killing, trnthfulness, self-control, charity, mercy and the like, and 
as treating of certain Mantras and recipes for the treatment of poisons, sub- 
jugation of the wills of other persons (hypnotism), mysteriously seuding 
away of other people, &c., the efficacy whereof are based upon their success 
ina few solitary instances; and (3) the extremely foreign compilations 
that lay down absolutely repugnant practices fit for Mlecchas, such as the 
eating together of many persons, and the like. 

This rejection of the authority of such compilations has not been 
spoken of in any other Adhikarana (and as such it cannot be said to be a 
useless repetition here); nor is it altogether unnecessary to explain the 
reasons for their rejection ; because the aforesaid compilations have a wide 
circulation; and as such it is absolutely necessary to explicitly deny their 
authority, exactly as it is necessary to denounce the use of such curront 
incorrect forms of words, as “ Gavi” (for “ Gauh”) and the like. If we 
altogether disregard such compilations, and do not strongly deny their 
authoritative character, then people might be led to think that their author- 
itativeness is too strong to be set aside, and thence they would come to 
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regard them as equal in authority (to the Veda and the Smrt?s compiled 
in accordance with it); or, it may be that people might be more easily 
attracted to those Smrtzs, either on account of the apparent beauty of the 
actions laid down by them, or on that of the comparative ease with which 
these actions are performed, or on being misled by their reasonings, or 
under the influence of the evil times we are living in; and thence men 
would become misled and deluded on all points relating to the various 
sacrifices and sacrificial slaughters, &c.; which would ultimately be entirely 
renounced; or finding them to be the compilations of Brahmanas and 
Kshatriyas, like Manu and others, even the intelligent and the well-mean- 
ing would be led to infer them to be based upon the authority of the Veda, 
like the works of Manu, &c.; and as such they would come to accept them, 
as laying optional alternatives to the courses of action laid down in the 
Vedas and the Vedic Qmrtis. Consequently, even in a case where the de- 
clarations of these Smrtis would be found to be contradictory to one of 
Manu, people might adopt the course laid down in them (as they would 
consider both courses to be equally authoritative alternatives). 

Until all that is wholly contradictory to the Vedic religion has not 
been duly rejected and set aside, we can have no purity of Dharma (which 
will continue to be mixed up with false semblances of it). Because as for 
the authority afforded by the acceptance by great men, and by the fact of 
their being handed down by one’s forefathers,—the upholders of these 
anti-Vedic Smrtis also bring these forward in support of their own Smréis, 
which, they urge, is accepted by great men of other countries. And the 
only reason, that limits one’s choice of different courses of action, lies in 
his own faith; because each man is naturally inclined to follow in the 
path trodden by his own forefathers (and as such authority could be 
equally brought forward by the other party, there would be no means of 
dissuading him from it, until we actually explained why only certain 
Smrtis are to be accepted as authoritative). 

In connection with the compilations of Manu, &c, some people have 
held that they (at least in the portions that are not found to be supported 
by any Vedic texts) are based upon the Vedic texts that have become lost; 
but against these people, the Bauddha can very easily assert the fact of 
their Smrtis also being based upon similar texts. For, how could any 
limit be put upon the assumption of such lost texts ? And then, any action 
that may have been accepted by some people for a certain time,—if found 
to be incompatible with the Vedic texts—-might be assumed to be based 
upon lost texts; and as such would come to appear as of equal authority 
with the Veda. And it is with all this in view that the Sidra has ex- 
pressly declared that when there is a contradiction, that which contradicts the 
Veda is to be totally rejected. 
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As for the fact of these compilations being dependent upon human 
agency, their upholders have also accepted it by their admission of the 
fact of their being compiled by particular personages; and those that have 
listened to their teachings, infer the same from their theory that all words 
are non-eternal (which sets aside the possibility of any compilations being 
eternal). And as for the support of Vedic authority, inasmuch as they 
consider their own compilations to be equal to the Veda in their authority, 
they either cannot bear to think of seeking for its support, or feel too 
ashamed to seek it; and hence they absolutely disown any such origin, 
exactly like ungrateful children who are eventually inclined towards their 
parents, and honce disown their real parentage. 

There is yet another point (of difference between the Smrtis of Manu 
and those of the Bauddhas) : In the case of Mann, we find only one text, 
by the way, which is found to be contrary to the Veda; whereas in the 
case of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas, barring a few stray declarations of 
such virtues as self-control, charity and the like, all that they have to say 
is contrary, not only to the Veda, but to the approved conclusions of all 
the fourteen subsidiary sciences; and these latter are also compiled by 
irreligions men like Buddha, whose practices were all opposed to the 
injunctions laid down in the Veda, and were taught to the deluded men of 
the lowest caste, outside the pale of Vedic religion; and as such, they can 
never even be thought of as based upon the Veda. 

Then again, we find that the Bauddha teachings were given by one who 
was a born Kshatriya; and as such, he transgressed the duties of his own 
class, in taking upon himself the works of teaching and receiving presents 
(which are the monopoly of the Brahmanas); and hence how can we 
believe that true Dharma or Duty would be taught by one who has 
transgressed his own Dharma ? It has been well said: ‘One who is found 
to be doing deeds opposed to a prosperous herenfter, should be shunned 
from a distance; because how can one who deceives himself offer any 
salutary advice to others?’ Such transgression of Dharma by Buddha is 
clearly mentioned in the Alank@rabuddhi (a Bauddha work), where Bud- 
dha is represented as saying—‘ May all the pain proceeding from the 
sins due to the Iron Age, rest in me, and leave humanity at large 
absolutely free!” And in connection with this, his followers eulogise his 
virtues in the following strains: ‘‘For the sake of tho well-being of 
humanity, He transgressed his own duties of the Kshatriya, and having 
taken up the duties of the Brahmana, he taught, even to the people out- 
side the pale of Vedic religion, such truths relating to Dharma, as were 
not taught by the Brahmanas who were unable to transgress the prohibi- 
tion (of such teachings being imparted to outsiders) ; and thus prompted 
by his mercy to others, he eyen went to the length of transgressing his 


168. TANTRA-VARTIKA—~ADHYAYA I—-PADA IN[—-ADHI mt, 


own Dharma!” And we actually find His followers behaving in a man- 
ner entirely at variance with the teachings of the Veda. 

Thus then, inasmuch as we find the authors of these Smrtis, as 
well as their disciples and followers, behaving contrary to the direct 
teachings of the Veda, we cannot but deny the authority of the Smpfis 
themselves. Because, as has been shown above, they are professedly 
opposed to the Veda, and hence they have no capacity for leading us to 
assume Vedic texts in their support. 

As for the loss of certain rescensions of the Veda, no such com- 
plete loss would be possible, because the Veda has been proved to be 
eternal. Nor are the Bauddha Smrtis found to have any other perceptible 
basis. In the case of the Smrti (Manu) texts relating to the Upanay- 
ana, &e., we find them in keeping with the texts of other branches of the 
Veda; but no such support is possible for such actions (laid down in 
Bauddha Smrtis) as the bowing to the Caztya, giving of gifts to Cidras 
and the like. And as for assuming any other authoritative basis, we 
have already proved it to be impossible. 

On the other hand, we find that they are largely due to Avarice and 
other such visible causes, in the presence of which, there can he no in- 
ference of any other origin. And asa matter of fact, in the course of 
their teaching of Dharma, Buddha and others themselves never make 
any assertions that arc not supported by arguments based upon actual 
experience. Nor do they, like Gautama and other Vedic Teachers, assert 
their teachings to be based upon the Veda; on the other hand, they put 
forward many such arguments, as are very far removed from true 
Dharma. 

It is these persons that should not be respected even by words; and 
they have been denounced (in the Manusmyti) as “ Heretics, Sinners and 
Sceptics,” And it is the compilations of these people that Manu and 
others have declared to be fit only for being avoided: * Those Smrtis that 
are opposed to the Veda, as also those that have evil tendencies, all these 
are absolutely useless; and have their basis in dark Ignorance.” And 
thus it is established that in matters relating to Dharma, such Smrtis 
as are outside the pale of the Veda should be totally rejected as abso- 
lutely devoid of authority. 


Eud of the third Adhikarana, 


e atin atin atin cinta eatin atti natin nti aie alee aati atten atta] 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The superior authority of the declaration of the Substance). 


Sutra (5). If it be urged that, when there is no disturbance 
of the Vedic Injunction, the Smrti text cannot be held to be con- 
tradicted by it,— 


(This Sūtra only serves as a means of introducing the next Sitra, 
which embodies the real Pirvapaksha of the Adhikarana,) 

As regards the Smrtis dealing with the actions relating to the pur- 
poses of man, we have explained above (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
how they are to be accepted as authoritative, or rejected as unauthoritative, 
according as they are found to be supported, or contradicted, by the Veda. 
And under the present Adhikarana, we proceed to consider those Smréz 
texts that deal with the actions in connection with sacrifices—such for in- 
stance as the Smrti texts laying down the changing of the sacred thread, 
the rinsing of the mouth, the use of the right hand alone and the like, to be 
done during the performance of the sacrifices, laid down in the Veda, and. 
with regard to these we shall only consider whether they are contradictory 
or not to the Veda; and when this has been settled, the authoritativeness 
or its contrary will be inferred from the preceding Adhikarana. 

[The instances cited here by the Bhdshya, are the mrii texts that lay 
down the changing of one’s sacred thread as soon as it breaks, the rinsing of 
. the mouth whenever one sneezes; and the contradiction that is suspected is 
that if the sacrificer should stop in tho middle of the performance of the 
Sacrifice, in order to change his thread, then there would be a break in the 
continuity of the sacrificial routine, which would involve a transgression of. 
the Vedic Injunction. Another instance is that of the Smrts text laying 
down that everything in connection with sacrifices should be done by 
the right hand alone; and if one were to adhere to this strictly he may 
not be able to finish all that has to be done quickly, and within the 
specified time,—which would involve a transgression of the Vedic In- 
junction]. , 

In the case of these texts, the only standard by which we should 
judge whether they are contrary or not to the Veda, would be the ascertains 
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ing whether the acceptance of the Smrti Injunction would, or would not, 
in any way interfere with the proper accomplishment of the actions laid down 
in the Veda, That is to say, if we find that the changing of the sacred thread, 
as happening in the middle of the sacrificial functions, is either not allowed, 
or distinctly prohibited, by the Vedic texts laying down the action and its 
procedure, then we conclude that there is a contradiction; if, however, 
we find that such actions enter into the very constitution of the sacrifice, 
helping its accomplishment, like any other ordinary actions mentioned in 
the same context, and are supported by certain Vedic texts, assumed in 
accordance with the Smrtis, and do not in any way interfere with anything 
that has been laid down by the Vedic texts in connection with the sacri- 
fice,—then we conclude that there is no contradiction. 

There is yet another way of putting forward the difficulty or doubt 
that has given rise to the Adhikarana: the question being—when there is 
a contradiction between the Smrti text and the Vedic text, it is doubtful 
which is to be accepted as the more authoritative, when it is found that the 
former deals directly with a certain definite entity (in the shape ofan Action), 
while the latter (at least that part of it which is found to be interfered 
with by the Smrti) is found to treat of secondary qualifications; because 
there is a difference in the acceptance of the comparative strength of one 
or the other, when both texts are dealt with merely as the means of cogni- 
tions, from that which is accepted when they are compared with reference 
towhat they speak of. That is to say, we have already decided as to 
which of the two is to be accepted aa of greater authority, when the Smrti 
and the Vedic texts are found to contradict each other; but when it happens 
that the contradiction is between a qualification or property on one side, 
and a definite entity or substance on the other, then it is to the Jatter that 
preference is shown; as will be explained under Sūtra XII-ii-25. For 
instance, in the case in question, the Smrti texts do not in any way tend 
to set aside or reject any definite action laid down in the Veda; as for the 
order or time in which the actions are to be performed (which alone is found 
to be interfered with by the Smrti texts), these are always acknowledged 
to be the qualifications of the main substance of the Action. Thus then, 
if in this also, we depend upon the comparative strength of the Smrti 
and the Veda generally considered as authoritative (means of knowledge), 
then, even though the Order, &c., of the Actions, being the qualifications, are 
weaker than the rinsing of the mouth, &c., which, as distinct Actions, are the 
stronger,—yet, inasmuch as the former are laid down by the Veda, which 
by itself is possessed of a stronger authoritativeness than that of the 
Smrti, the latter Actions will necessarily have to be set aside by consider- 
ations of the Order, &c., of the performance of the sacrifice. If, however, 
we accept the comparative strength as between the subject-matter of the 
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two texts, then, inasmuch as the definite actions of rinsing, &c., will always 
be stronger than the Order, §c., which are mere qualifications of Actions, 
even though the former are laid down by the Smrti, which by itself is 
weaker in authority than the Veda,—yet being definite Actions, they will 
set aside the qualifications of the Order, &c., which, as qualifications, are in 
themselves the weaker of the two. 

The question being thus stated, the answer that suggests itself is that 
these Smrti texts, that lay down certain actions in connection with the 
Vedic sacrifices, are not contradictory to the Veda; because the perform- 
ance of the actions laid down by them does not interfere with the perform- 
ance of the Vedic sacrifice. Because, in the cases of the six means of as- 
certaining the meaning of Vedic Injunctions—namely, Direct Assertion, In- 
direct Implication, Oontext, Syntactical Connection, Position and Name,— 
among which there is a difference in the authority of each of them,—even 
when that which is pointed out by the strongest of these has been accepted 
as the principal course, all that is indicated by the others are not totally 
discarded, but accepted as helping, in their secondary or subordinate char- 
acter, the Primary Action; and as such come to be taken along with the pro- 
cedure, &c. of the Action as laid down in certain scattered passages; in the 
same manner, (just as in the case of the above six) also when the seventh 
means of knowledge, in the shape of the Smrti, or a long-established 
usage, happens to lay down certain actions, these may be accepted, as 
helping the Final Result, by being taken along with the Procedure of the 
Primary Vedic Action; even as certain actions laid down by Ithe Smrti 
(the Ashtaka for instance) are accepted as the direct means to a final Re- 
sult. That is to say, as no limit has been fixed to the help that may be 
accorded to the accomplishment of the Final Result, by means of various 
methods and processes,—whatever method or process may be pointed out 
by whatever means of knowledge or authority, as helping in the accom- 
plishment of that Result, it is accepted to be subsidiary to the Primary 
Action. Thus then, the rinsing of the mouth, &c., may, in accordance with 
this argument, be rightly accepted as-subsidiary to the Primary Sacrifice ; 
(and as such there need be no contradiction). 


On this we have the following PÕRVAPAKRSHA : 


Sutra (6). “This cannot be; because the limit is fixed by the 
Scriptures.” 


“That is to say, as the limit of all set Vedic Actions is distinctly fixed 
“by the Veda itself, any addition of new Actions will mean an exceeding of 
“its proper bounds; and who can transgress with impunity a limit that has 
“ been fixed by the Veda ? 
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The limit of Actions is fixed by the Scriptures in three ways: (1) 
“ by laying down a definite order in which the various actions are to be 
“ performed ; (2) by distinctly laying down the extreme limits of the Action 
“itself; and (3) by laying down the necessity of finishing the Action 
“quickly (within a certain limited period of time). And this Scriptural 
“limit will certainly be transgressed (by the intrusion of such actions as 
“the rinsing of the mouth and the like). Because the Time, Limit and 
“the Order of the Primary Action, having been definitely laid down by 
‘ means of the two sets of the six-fold means of ascertaining the details of 
“ Vedic Actions (viz., Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Syntactial Con- 
“ nection, Context, Position and Name forming one set, and Direct Decla- 
“ration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal Action and its Procedure 
“forming the other),—if any such actions as are laid down either by the 
“ Smrtis, or by long-established usage, were to be inserted in the middle of 
“a Vedic sacrifice, these would certainly lead to the transgression of the 
“aforesaid Order, &c. 

“It is distinctly laid down in the Vedic text that points out the 
“ method of performing sacrifices, that no actions in connection with the 
“ Principal Sacrifice are to be separated from it, in point of time. But 
“if, in the middle of the performance of such a Principal Action, we were 
“to intrude certain actions laid down either by the Smrti or by usage, or 
“if we were to stick to the Smrti injunction of using the right hand alone 
“and thereby causing unnecessary delay in the main sacrifice, there would 
“certainly be a disturbance of the aforesaid proximity of the original 
“ subsidiary actions with the Main Action; and the delay would cause the 
“ transgression of the laws that lay down the morning or the mid-day as the 
“ proper time for all Vedic Actions. The order of Actions is ascertained 
“by means of Direct Declaration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal 
“ Action, and the Procedure of the Action itself (as explained in the Fourth 
“ Adhydya); and this Order, as affecting the Vedio Actions, having the 
“limits of their acceptance and authority duly recognised, would certainly 
“be disturbed by thé intrusion of the.rinsing of the mouth after sneezing. 

“The same may be said with reference to the Smrti Injunction of 
“ putting on a fresh sacred thread, if, through continued bodily work, it 
“ happen to slip off the body. 

“ And again, the intervening performance of the actions laid down in 
“the Smriti, has no fixed order laid down by the Veda; and for the order 
“and the limit of the Vedic Sacrifice, we do not admit of any authority 
“save the Veda itself. Therefore, in order to get together all the subsidi- 
“ary actions in connection with the main sacrifice, without neglecting the 
“ least amongst them, it is absolutely necessary for the priests to ascertain 
“ the limits of the various Minor Actions constituting the Main Sacrifice, 
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“ recognised by means of Direct Assertion, Implication, &c. Consequently, 
“if he happens to perform, in the middle, an action laid down by the 
“ Smylt,—which was not known before as one to be performed, and which 
“ has cropped up only subsequently,—then, there would certainly be a trans- 
“ gression of the Order, &c., that has been ascertained before; and thereby 
“he would be unable to ascertain exactly what he has done and what he has 
“left undone (of the Main Sacrifice) ; and thus, being extremely suspicious 
“ of the incomplete character of his sacrifice, he would fail to achieve the 
“confidence of having duly accomplished it; and thereby the potency of 
“the Final Result having been extremely weakened, the fruit of the 
“action accruing to him would come to be much lessened in quality, as 
“well as in quantity. But the potency of the Final Result has been duly 
“ pointed out by the Injunction as taken along with the Arthavdda passage ; 
“and as such it can never bear a single jot of abatement; consequently it 
“ necessarily rejects the Smrti texts laying down such intrusions. 

“ (Or, the Sūtra may be interpreted in a different manner). As the 
“limits and number of the subsidiary sciences of the Veda have been defi- 
“ nitely restricted to the Teachings and Commeutaries in connection with 
“it, which are fixed within certain limits, there is no room for any other 
“science (as the Smrti) being admitted as another subsidiary to it, In 
“ connection with any Vedic sacrifice, all the actions that are laid down are 
“ understood as to be performed simultaneously; and as such the priests go 
“through all the actions with a hurry (in order to preserve the simulta- 
“ neity as far as possible) ; but as an absolute simultaneity is an impossi- 
“ bility, the Vedic text that lays down the procedure permits only such 
“ delay (and consequent separation of the various actions), as is absolutely 
“ necessary, between the end of one action and the beginning of another. 
“ Hence, if one were to make an unnecessary delay, even when he were able 
“ to avoid it, then such transgression could never be allowed to pass with 
“impunity, by the direct Vedic assertion of the particular Procedure. 
‘ʻ Thus then, we conclude that as the said Gmytis disturb the three-fold 
“ Order of the Vedic Actions, the performance of such 4ctions as the rinsing 
“of the mouth, &c., (in the course of sacrifices) cannot but be rejected as 
“ contradictory to the Veda.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (7). But when we do not find any cause for (the enjoin- 
ing of) such actions, we conclude them to be of use (at the 
sacrifice). 


Or, this Sutra may be taken to extend up to “ éshvadarganddvirodhasya”’ 
(because we do not perceive any contradiction in them), which the Bhdshya 
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has transferred to the next Sdtra; specially as the next Sutra already con- 
tains the word ‘ Vipratipatti,’ which signifies the (absence of ) contradiction, it 
would be useless to add the aforesaid clause to it; while, on the other hand, 
in the present Sutra, it is absolutely necessary to deny the contradiction 
which has been urged in the Pérvapaksha. Even if the clause had some use 
in the next Sulra, we could take it with both Sitras by means of transference, 
just as the single eye of the crow is transferred from oue socket to the other. 

(The Sūtra is thus explained). Inasmuch as we do not find any visible 
cause for such actions as the rinsing of the mouth and the like, we cannot 
hold them to be in any way contradictory to the order of actions laid down 
in the Veda. When we find a certain Smrti text to be debarred by its con- 
tradiction of the Veda, from all chance of having any basis in this latter, — 
and then, if we could find out some other visible cause (as Greed, d&ic.,) 
which could be pointed out as possibly being the origin of the particular 
text,—then, in that case, a vory slight effort (of argumentation) would 
lead us to ascertain its absolute unauthoritativeness. But in a case where no 
such visible cause ia perceptible (or even assumable), we cannot but admit 
that, inasmuch as it is not found to have its origin in any such cause (as 
Greed, &c.), the Smit text cannot but have its basis in the Veda. 

In the case of the Smrti texts laying down such actions as the rinsing 
of the mouth, &c., we cannot attribute them to any such cause as Desire 
Greed, Anger, Aversion, Shame, &c., the possibility of which would have 
barred all their chance of having their origin in the Veda. Thus then, not 
finding the origin of the Smrti text anywhere else, we admit of its origin 
lying in the Veda; and as such even if it is found to contradict any parti- 
cular Vedic text, it does not, on that account, lose all its authority. As 
for the Limit, the Order and the Time that have been specified for each 
sacrifice, by particular Vedic texts, inasmuch as these are the qualifica- 
tions of the Action, they are unable to set aside the authority of the Smrti 
texts, which lay down the Actions themselves, which are stronger than the 
former Limit, §c., which should have been the stronger, on account of their 
being mentioned in” Vedic texts (if they were not the qualifications of 
Actions, and as such of lesser importance than the Actions themselves). 

It may be argued that—“ inasmuch as it is the comparative strength 
of the Veda and the Smrti, considered solely as the means of knowledge, 
that is considered beforehand, it would seem that the conclusion arrived 
at by this consideration has a decided preference over that arrived at by the 
subsequent consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of their 
subject-matter. (That is to say, when it has been concluded beforeband 
that the Veda has an authority greater than that of the Smrytz, we must not 
give up this conclusion even if the Veda text be found to deal with quali- 
fications, and the Smrti, with Actions).” 


DECLARATION OF SUBSTANCE MOST AUTHORITATIVE. 175 


In reply to this we add—There is no inherent contradiction between 
the Veda and the Smrti, taken by themselves; nor is their strength com- 
pared with regard to themselves solely as two means of knowledge; all 
these considerations, as well as all the contradiction that there may be, is 
only with regard to the matter that they may severally deal with. That 
is to say, it is only when we find the matter dealt with by them, to be contra- 
dictory to each other, that we conclude that there is a contradiction between 
the two means of knowledge themselves. Therefore, as a matter of fact, the 
comparative authoritativeness of their subject-matter is ascertained at 
the very moment that they are found to be contradictory to each other. 
And (when considering this comparative authoritativeness of their subject- 
matter), when wo have once definitely ascertained the fact of the qualifica- 
tions of Actions being of lesser importance than the Actions themselves,— 
even if these qualifications happen to be supported by Vedic texts (as in the 
case in question),—they do not regain their authority (in preference to that 
of the Actions) ; and conversely, when we have once ascertained the fact 
of the Actions being of greater importance than the qualifications, even if 
these actions happen to be based upon the wenker anthority of the Smrti, 
they do not lose their authority (in preference to that of the qualifications). 
Because it is only that which is absolutely and always without any autho- 
rity, that can be totally set aside; in all other cases, authoritativeness and 
unauthoritativeness are always correlative. 

Thus then, when the authority of a certain Smrti text has been ascer- 
tained on the ground of the superior authority of its subject-matter, this 
authority cannot be set aside by any considerations of the comparative 
authoritativeness of the Smriti and the Veda, considered by themselves, 
as two means of knowledge, independently of their subject-matter. But, 
on the other hand, though the subject-matter of the Vedic text be found 
to be of lesser authority, yet that does not totally set aside the authority 
of the Vedic text itself; because the Smrti losing all its strength in 
imparting a greater importance to its subject-matter, it can never be able 
to reject the text as well; specially as in opposition to the Vedic text, 
it is enough concession to the Smréz that it is not itself completely reject- 
ed; and as for the setting aside of any Vedic text, the greatest of Smrtts 
can never do that. 

As a matter of fact, however, two Actions can be said to contradict 
each other only when they are based upon equal authorities, and are laid 
down as to be performed at one and the same time; in the case in question, 
however, we find none of these two conditions of contradiction ; and hence 
we conclude that there is no real contradiction. Because the considerations 
of Time, Limit and Order always come at the end of all the Actions (the 
Primary as well as the Secondary) ; while the Actions, even though based 
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upon a lesser authority, have their turn long before them. Because it is only 
when the Actions have been performed that we stop to consider the Order in 
which they are performed ; and the Order that has been directly perceived 
with regard to the Actions that have already appeared,—by what could this 
ascertained Order be set aside P? Specially as being the qualification of the 
Actions, and as such appearing after these, the Order is held to be of 
secondary importance in the performance of the Actions. 

As for the Limit, that has been definitely laid down with regard to 
the Vedic Actions, it is never found to be Jaid down directly by any 
Vedic text; it is only indirectly implied by the necessity of not for- 
getting any the smallest action that forms part of the sacrifice; and 
as this Limit is always perceptible by itself, it is always accepted as 
subsequently including the Actions that may have been performed (during 
the sacrifice) in accordance with the Smrti texts (and as such the perform- 
ance of these latter need not necessarily be a contradiction of the order. 
of the Vedic Action). That is to say, the Limit of an Action is not defined 
by any means of knowledge; hence we could accept the unflinching autho- 
rity of the declaration of a certain Limit, only if it was found that, apart 
from this declaration of the Limit, there were no other means of avoiding the 
missing of any Actions during the performance of the sacrifice. But even 
when such is actually found to be the case, it often happens that at certain 
sacrifices,even before we have come to the end of the Limit directly laid down 
by the Vedic Injunction, we admit the more extensive limits of Actions 
that are pointed out (as subsidiaries to the main Action) by the various 
means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Context &.; and when we admit 
the limits laid down by these latter, there is no reason why those pointed 
out by Smrti texts and well-established usage should not be equally accep- 
ted. (And the admission of the Actions laid down in the Smrtis being 
quite in keeping with the character of the Vedic sacrifices, these Smrtis 
cannot be said to be in any way contradictory to the limits laid down for 
the Vedic Actions). 

Time too is only a sceondary element in the performance of sacrifices ; 
and as such comes to be considered only at the end of all the Actions; con- 
sequently, the limitations of Time that are laid down will always include that 
taken up by the performance of the Actions laid down in the Smrti texts 
as well. Because the Time that is laid down is that with regard to the per- 
formance of the main Action, together with all its subsidiaries.—whether 
these be laid down in the Veda or in the Smrti; and because it is with 
reference to such Principal Actions as have many subsidiaries, that it has 
been laid down, that it is not proper to separate them from (any of) their 
subsidiaries. 

For these reasons, we conclude that inasmuch as the time that is 
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specified is with reference to the finishing of all the Actions—from what- 
ever source their injunction may have emanated in connection with the 
main Action,—it cannot be said to be contradicted by the performance of 
any of the subsidiary Actions therein included ; and itis this non-perception 
of any contradiction of these—Order, Time and Limit—that is meant by the 
clause “ téshvadarcanddvirodhasya” ; or this clause may.be explained as 
referring to the non-perception of any contradiction in the performance of 
these,—Itinsing of the mouth §c. 

Then again, such purificatory actions as the Rinsing of the mouth, as also 
the wearing of the sacred thread, are not independent Actions by themselves ; 
they are only subsidiary actions meant to help in the proper accomplish- 
ment of the main Action; and as such, their performance cannot be taken 
as an interference in the Principal Action. That which can interfere in 
the course of one Action must always be an independent Action which is 
equal in authority to the former Action, and is not in any way subsidiary 
to it; and there can be no interference by an Action that is of a subsidiary 
character, nnd always serves to bring about the proper accomplishment 
of the main Actions. For instance, aftor having prepared the bundle of 
the Kuga grass, the Action that is laid down in the Vedas as to be performed 
next is the preparation of the Sacrifical Altar ; but if, after the former action 
has been finished, the priest happens to sneeze, and he performs the con- 
sequent rinsing of the mouth, he is said to be engaged in the preparing of the 
Altar; and tho reason is that if he prepared the Altar, without rinsing the 
mouth after sneezing, there would be a certain impurity in it, and its pre- 
paration would not be properly accomplished ; and as the rinsing of the 
mouth would only serve to remove this impurity and to make the Altar per- 
fect, it could not be said to have interfered with the preparing of the Altar 
(and thus the Order of the Vedic Actions). Itis with a view to this that the 
Bhashya has said—such Actions as the rinsing, &c., do not become the interfer- 
ing agents in the performance of the Vedic Action. For, if this assertion 
were made without the acceptance of the fact of these Actions being 
subsidiary to the Main Action, it would evince a sad lack of philosophic 
insight. 

Thus then, such actions as the Rinsing of the Mouth &c. being found 
to be forming parts of the main Action itself, they cannot be said to be 
contradictory to the texts that lay down the Order, Limit and Time of the 
performance,—all these coming to be considered only after the Action 
with all its subsidiaries has been duly accomplished. 


23 


178 ‘TANTRA-VARTIKA—ADHYAYA I--PADA IJI—ADHI 4(a). 


[The above is an exposition of the Adhikarana, in accordance with the inter- 
pretation of the Bhashya. And as this is not in keeping with the 
Author’s own view of the last two Adhikaranas, he proceeds to take the 
three foregoing Sitras in a different sense. | 


It is not quite correct to cite the wearing of the sacred thread as an 
action contrary to the Vedic Sacrifice. Because it is directly mentioned 
by the Veda, in connection with the Darga-Purnamasa Sacrifice, that the 
wearing of the thread is a mark of godliness, which lays down its wearing 
as a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice, The wearing of the thread 
has also been laid down as a general rule, in the Katha Rescension (of the 
Yajurveda), where it is laid down, not with reference to any particular sac- 
rifice, but as a necessary accompaniment of all sacrifices, as well as Vedic 
studies; says the text in question: “It was by means of the Prasria 
Sacrifice that the gods subdued the Asuras; and it was because the Asuras 
did not ‘employ the Prasrta Sacrifice that they were subdued by the gods ; 
a Prasria sacrifice is that which is performed by a sacrificer with the 
sacred thread; and an Aprasria Sacrifice is that which is done without 
the thread; if the Brahmana reads with the sacred thread on, he is per- 
forming a sacrifice by that act; therefore one must always wear the sacred 
thread when reading, sacrificing, or helping at the sacrifices of others; as 
it is thus that the Prasrta character of the sacrifice is duly accom- 
plished.” 

Similarly with regard to the Injunction of the rinsing of the mouth, we 
meet with the following text, which lays down such rinsing: “ Having his 
sacred thread hanging from the left shoulder, on the right side, the sacrificer 
should wash his hands, and thrice rinse his mouth, wiping it twice, and 
touching, once, his forehead, eyes, ears, and breast ; as by that, the Atharvan- 
girasds, the Brahmanas, the Itihdsas, the Puranas, the Kalpas, the Gathas, 
and the Ndardgansis, all become delighted in him; he should then spread the 
grass, put his hands between the knees, and then sitting down with his 
face to the East, he should begin to read the Veda.” And though this 
passage occurs in connection with the Brahmayajna (the daily duties of 
the Brahmana), yet it distinctly poiuts out the necessity of the rinsing of 
the mouth whenever the Veda has to be recited; and as such it comes to 
be recognised as a necessary accompaniment of all Vedic utterance; and 
as all sacrifices are accompanied by the recitation of Vedic mantras, we 
conclude the rinsing to be a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice itself, 
Secondly the Vedic text, that “the mouth does not become impure by 
the tasting of the Soma,” prohibiting the rinsing of the mouth after one 
has drunk the Soma, distinctly points out the necessity of the rinsing at all 
other times (whenever any impurity attaches to the mouth). 
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As for the Smrti Injunction that ‘one should perform all actions by 
the right hand alone,’ it is an accepted general rule that it is the right 
hand alone that is to be always used at the sacrifices, except in the few 
cases where it is distinctly laid down that the left hand is to be used, and 
in which tho right hand is not used at all; and there is no doubt as to the 
use of the right hand in all other cases. And we meet with the passage— 
“ As the right hand, so is also the sacrifice to the gods ”—which occurs in con- 
nection with the Injunction that the sacrificial altar is to be made sloping 
either to the East or to the North; and the said simile could be possible 
only if the using of the right hand were as necessary for the correct per- 
formance of the sacrifices, as the fact of the sacrifices themselves being 
offered to the gods. 

And thus we find that none of the three Smriz texts, cited by the text, 
should have been brought forward as contradicting Vedic Injunctions. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the presentis not to be taken as & 
distinct Adhikarana, and that the three Sutras may be interpreted as bring- 
ing forward and refuting certain objections against the preceding Adhi- 
karanas. 


The Fifth Sätra may be interpreted as follows: “That which doos 
“ not contradict any Vedic Injunction, and which is not unpleasing to good 
“men, such a declaration of the Buddha, &c.—as for instance, the injunc- 
“ tions of the founding of resting places and public gardens, of dispassion, 
“meditation, practice, non-slaughter, truthfulness, charity, and the like— 
“can be accepted as authoritative, without any fear of contradicting the 
“ Veda.” 

If this be urged by the opponent, thon—we deny this; because of the 
number of authoritative Scriptures being limited. (Sütra 6). 

That is to say, the number of authoritative Scriptures has been limited 
to the ‘fourteen or eighteen’ sciences, which alone are acknowledged by all 
good men to have any authority with regard to Dharma; and these fourteen 
sciences include the Vedas with its Angas and Upängas, the eighteen 
Dharmasamhitās and Purānas, the Cikshd, and the Dandaniti. And we 
do not find the works of Buddha and others included among these. 
And even if we find in them certain facts in keeping with the said Scrip- 
tures, yet, as this might be only a pretence for doing something else (delud- 
ing people into Atheistic paths), we cannot accept it as having any bind- 
ing authority with regard to Dharma. Justas if a Pandit, when presentiug 
the method of performing a certain expiatory rite as laid down by Mann, 
were to quote corroborative verses either composed by himself or by others, 
then (even though the subject-matter would be all right, in keeping with 
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the laws of Manu, yet, no person with any true regard for Dharma, would 
go to him for the prescription. 

And it is a fact ascertained once for all, that in matters relating to 
Dharma, we accept as authoritative, the assertions only of those persons 
whose names, which as words are eternal, are mentioned in the Vedas as 
of the propounders of Dharma,—persons who are found to be expounding 
the Dharma, in each succeeding Manvantaric cycle. As for instance, we 
find the passage in the Veda that, ‘the Rk verses of which Manu is the 
Rshi are the Sämidhëni;” and in continuation of this, it is declared 
“whatever Manu said was the very medicine of medicines ;” and what is 
meant by this is that the expiatory rites that Manu laid down are as 
effective in destroying sin, as medicine is in removing the disease. 

Nor can the mention of the name of Manu in the Veda be said to be 
a mere similarity of sound (and not as the mention of the name of any 


person) [as has been held under Sūtra I—i—381]; because it is quite pos- _. 


sible for a name to be mentioned in the Veda, even though it is eternal ; 
because just as in each sacrifice there is a priest (who is mentioned by 
name in the Veda), so also in each Manvantara there is a Manu; as it is 
declared by Manu himself that in each Manvantara, there is a different 
Smrit. And we know as a matter of fact, that there have been fourteen 
Manus, in all the cycles, that have gone by. Thus then there is every 
possibility of there being a compilation by Manu in each cycle. And as 
such the continuous succession of Manus being unbroken (and as such as 
good as eternal), there is nothing incongruous in the person being men- 
tioned by name in the eternal Veda, which, in speaking of his declarations, 
does not necessarily become non-eternal; just as in each sacrifice there 
being sixteen priests (and this has always been the case, since time im- 
memorial), the Veda does not become non-eternal, by laying down the du- 
ties of these priests. To this effect, it has been said—just as in each suc- 
ceeding season, we find the marks of the same season in the past appear- 
ing; so in the same manner, the entities that have existed in one cycle, are 
found to appear in another cycle. Thus it is that though the Itihdsas and 
the Purdnas are known to be composed by human authors, yet we find 
them mentioned, as sciences, in the Veda, which is itself without begin- 
ning. As we read in the (Chandogya) Upanishad (Narada saying to 
Sanatkumara). “ Sir, Ishall study the Rgveda, the Yajurveda, the Sama- 
veda, and the fourth Atharvaveda, and also the fifth, Itihäsas and Puranas.” 

Thus then, we conclude that in matters relating to Dharma, we 
accept as authoritative, the declarations of only such persons as are men- 
tioned in the Vedic mantras and Arthavddas, as being the authors of the 
propounded sciences, such authors being mentioned by names which re- 
main fixed, among all the endless changes of cycles and Munvantaras. 
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(And in this we have the indirect support of the Veda also ; as for instance) 
we find in the Veda, that after-having laid down the expiatory rites to be 
performed, on the failure of such sacrificial accessories as are laid down in 
the Rgveda, it is added: ‘If there be a failure of something that is un- 
known, —and then another rite is laid down; and this latter ‘failure’ must 
be taken as that of something that has been laid down, as necessary, in the 
works of these Vedic authors; because all that is laid down in the Veda, is 
known directly from the Veda itself, and as such, could not have been 
spoken of as “ unknown;” and if we did not accept the authoritativeness 
of such Smyti works as are said tobe based upon the Veda, but whose ori- 
ginal Vedic texts have not been found,—then nothing that is of unknown 
authority could be possibly done at any sacrifice (as it is only that which 
is known as duly authorised that is performed at sacrifices); and then 
there could have been no use of laying down an expiatory rite for the failure 
of the “ unknown.” 

From these considerations, we conclude that Dharma brings about its 
due results, only when it is understood with the help of those scriptures 
that are recognised to be not incapable of having their basis in the Veda. 
On the other hand, just as we do not admit that knowledge of Dharma 
to be true, which is- obtained from an improper study of the Veda, 
or as learnt merely from the written book (without the help of a qualified 
teacher), or as learnt by the C#dra,—so in the same manner, in the case of 
such Authors as are known to have a conduct against the teachings of the 
Veda, even when some of their declarations are found to be in keeping 
with the teachings of the Veda, we do not accept them as the valid means 
of knowing Dharma. And we also find it distinctly mentioned in the 
Puranas that during the Iron Age, Cakya and others would disorganise 
the whole fabric of Dharma. Under the circumstances how can we listen 
to anything that they may have to say? And just as the powdered 
alum sprinkled on melting gold, disappears iu the gold, so even the few 
Vedic truths that we find in their works are so mixed up with the rest, 
that they lose themselves in these, and so become equally unacceptable to 
us, That is to say, the few Vedic truths that are in them are found in 
the very midst of such misrepresentations of Dharma, as are based by 
them upon such arguments as—‘ the Analogy based upon Similarity of 
Actions’ (i.e. as the sacrifice causes pain to the animal, it must result in 
pain to the sacrificer), ‘Inference from generals,’ (z.e., the Vedic slaughter 
is as sinful as ordinary slaughter), and ‘Apparent Inconsistency,’ (ie, as 
pain is the only result of sin, the experiencing of much pain destroys a 
large amount of sin); and as such they are as milk put in the skin of the 
dog; and hence they are useless and incapable of commanding our confi- 
dence. Consequently, so long as even such truths are found only in the 
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works of the Bauddhas, and not in any of the above-enumerated Vedic 
Sciences, they remain unacceptable to us. And when they come to be 
found in any parts of these Sciences themselves, then, as we get at a full 
knowledge of the truths by means of these very Sciences, the works of 
Cakya and others remain useless for us. 

Therefore, we conclude that all that is apart from the Vedic Sciences 
enumerated above, we do not accept as having any authority in matters 
relating to Dharma; and as such, they are to be totally rejected. 


Then, we have the Seventh Sutra, which means that, those actions with 
regard to which we cannot find any perceptible cause, and are yet found to be 
performed, must be recognised as Dharma. And this Sétra is to be taken as 
forming an Adhikarana by itself, treating of the authoritative character of 
the practice of good men, of which we are going to cite a few instances, 
which will be shown to be the means of the accomplishment of the three 
ends of man (i.e., all except Final Deliverance). 

Among good men also, we find some behaving contrary to the Law, 
just like the Doctors leading unhealthy lives; and as such their practice 
fails to command our full confidence; and yet the fact of the act being 
done by a wise man would point to the fact of its being in accordance with 
a certain Vedic text; and thus, there being a doubt with regard to the 
authoritative character of such practice, the Parvapaksht would bring 
forward, against it, all the arguments urged by him under the first Sutra 
of this Pada, or, in some cases, those under the third Sutra. 


The Pirvapaksha. 


“Even in the practice of good men, we often find a transgression of 
“ Dharma, and also certain extremely bold excessess as in the cases of Pra- 
‘‘japati, Indra, Vagishtha, Vigvamitra, Yudhishthira, Krshna Dvaipaya- 
“na, Bhishma, Dhrstarashtra, Vasud6va, Arjuna and others, as also of 
“many good men of our own days. 

“ For instance, (1) we find Prajapati falling in an incestuous love 
“with his own daughter, Usha; (2) Indra, as also Nahusha in his place, 
“is said to have committed adultery; (3) Vaçishtha, when stricken down 
“with grief on the death of his hundred sons, is said to have contemplated 
“a terrible excess, in the shape of suicide; (4) Vigvamitra helped a Oan- 
“dala (Tyshanku) to perform a sacrifice; (5) Puriiravas thought of com- 
“mitting suicide, when Urvagi left him; (6) Kyshna Dvaipayana, who 
“was under the vow of lifelong celibacy, brought forth children from the 
“wives of his younger brother, Vicitravirya; (7) Bhishma led a life con- 
“trary to all caste-regulations; and did an irregularity in performing sacri- 
“fices, even though he was unmarried; (8) Dhrtarashtra, though blind 
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“ (and as such not entitled to the performance of any sacrifice), performed 
“ many sacrifices, and that too with the wealth amassed by his brother 
“ Pandu (to which he had no rightful claim); (9) Yudhishthira married a 
“ wife that had been won by his younger brother (Arjuna), and told a 
“ base lie with the sole motive of causing the death of his own Bréh: 
‘“‘mana-Preceptor; (10) Vasudéva and Arjuna are said to have been drunk 
“£ to excess. 

“ Among the people of modern days we find the Brāhmaņa women of 
“the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura to be addicted to drinking; the 
‘t people of the North carry on the business of giving, and accepting in gift, 
“ buying and selling, lions, horses, mules, asses, camels and the animals with 
“ two rows of teeth; and they are also used to eating in the same dish with 
“ their wives, children and friends; the people of the South marry the daugh- 
“ ters of their maternal uncles, and partake of food while sitting upon 
“ chairs; while among the people of the North, as well as of the South, there 
“are many such instances of gross transgression, as the partaking of the 
“ food left by one’s friends or relations, taking of beetles touched by people 
“of all castes, the non-washing of the mouth after meals, the wearing of 
“ clothes brought directly from the back of the washerman’s ass, the keeping 
“ in society of people committing the greatest crimes, with the sole exception 
“of killing a Bréhmana; and we also find endless minute transgressions of 
“ the Dharma appertaining to each man’s family or caste. 

“Then again, the practices of the good people of different countries 
“are mutually contradictory; and many of these practices have their origin 
“in such visible causes as those of greed and the like. And certainly 
‘“ people can have no confidence in such diverse practices, as having any 
“authority relating to Dharma. 

“ And further, you think those people as good whose conduct is good; 
“and you hold that conduct to be good which consists in the acts of these 
“people; and thus there being an interdependence, none of the two 
“ can be definitely ascertained. 

“It may be urged that ‘Manu and others have also spoken of the 
“ practices of good men as an authority for Dharma ;’ but then, they have 
“also mentioned the agent’s own inner satisfaction as having an autho- 
“rity; and certainly there can be no fixity to this (satisfaction); be- 
“cause, as a matter of fact, we find that different people have differ- 
“ ent causes for inner satisfaction, on account of the diversities in their 
“ habits and dispositions,—some people being satisfied by the performance 
“of good deeds, some by that of bad ones, while others, by that of such 
“ Actions as are heither good nor bad. Asan instance of people feeling sat- 
‘Sisfled in the doing of evil, we have Cakya, the Buddha, who was quite 
“ pleased with himself at finding fanlts and arguments against the Veda and 
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“the Brahmanas. And again, we find that the Brdhmanas are satisfied by 
“the performance of sacrifices at which animals are slaughtered; while 
“ the very same actions give pain to the Bauddhas, who have a great aversion 
“to them. Similarly too, certain Brahmanas are quite satisfied at eating 
“the food given by the Çudra; the people of the South are happy when they 
“ vat a chance of marrying the daughter of their maternal uncle; while other 
“* people are averse tosuch acts, considering them tobe most sinful. 

“ And just as the fact of the agent’s satisfaction being a highly fickle 
“ standard leads us to put a different interpretation to Manu’s declaration of 
“ such satisfaction being an authority for Dharma,—so, in the same manner, 
“ weregard the declaration of the authoritativeness of the practice of good 
“ men as to be interpreted in some such different manner. And again, the 
“authors of the Smytis (Manu and others), in laying down the authori- 
“tative character of the Practice of good men, without having founda 
“ basis for these in the Veda, do not show themselves to a very great advan- 
“ tage; hence the declarations of such authoritative character must be 
“ held to have some other meaning. 

“ Then again, all good men, to become good, should frame their con- 
“duct according to the injunctions of the Smrtis; otherwise, by acting 
“by themselves, independently of these, they would become decidedly bad, 
“andnot good. Because, for the practices of good people we find no basis 
“in the Veda; but if there were any such authority in the Veda, such prac- 
“ tices would have been laid down in the Smrtis (and not left to rest upon 
“the sole authority of the conduct of good men.) And thus, there being 
“no basis for the practices of good men, these are to be rejected (as having 
“no authority in matters relating to Dharma).”’ 


The Siddhanta. 


To the above we make the following reply: But as we do not find any 
causes, these, as actually in practice, should be accepted ( Sūtra 7). - 

That is to say, when we find that certain actions are performed 
by good men, and we cannot attribute them to any such perceptible 
motives as Greed and the like, they should be accepted as Dharma. Such 
actions as are performed either for the maintenance of the body, or for 
one’s mere pleasure, or for some material gain,—are not considered, by 
good people, as ‘ Dharma,’ It is only those actions, that are held by the 
good people to be Dharma, and are performed as such, that are accepted 
as Dharma ; because the persons that perform these are the same as those 
that perform the sacrifices enjoined in the Veda. 

To the latter class belong the following actions: Charities, Japa, 
Homa, the offering of the oblations to the Fathers, such celebrations as 
those of the Cakradhvaja and other such like festivities in connection 
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with various temples, the keeping of the married girls upon certain 
strict observances during the four days after marriage, Illuminations, 
the giving away, on the first day of the month, of sweetcakes and 
othor uncooked foods, the various festivities held on the 7th and the last 
days of Magha and the first day of Phalguna, as also those held in honour 
of the advent of spring-time ; and the authority for all this cannot lie any- 
where else except in the Scriptures. And the Authors of the Smrtis—in 
declaring the authoritative character of ‘the practices of good men’ and ‘ the 
usages of particular countries and castes, in keeping with Scripural teach. 
ings, —admit of the general authoritative character of such of these as are 
not contrary to the teachings of the Veda. (And the aforesaid festivities 
have the support of the Smytts and the Vedas) ; inasmuch as in the 
chapter on ‘Holidays,’ is found (in the Smrtis) the following—“ Festivi- 
ties should be held after breakfast ;” and this serves as the authority for 
all festivities in any town or country. In the Veda too, we have the pas- 
sage in connection with the Mahavrata— The Hoty priest gets upon the 
swing and sings;’ and in continuation of this, we read—‘ when people 
are holding a feast, they get upon the swing;” and this mention of the 
“feast” serves as an authority for the aforesaid festivities. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as Dharma and Adharma are 
treated of, with any degree of authority, only by the fourteen Sciences enu- 
merated above, the Practice of good men not being included in these, it 
cannot be admitted to have any authority. But this objection has already 
been set aside by the fact of the possibility of the inference of Vedic texta 
in support of the said practices. 

Nor can it be held that the asssertion of the Smyti that—“ the prao- 
tices of good men have an authority in connection with Dharma ”—is 
without any foundation in the Veda; because when we find pretty lengthy 
declarations of the Smrtis to be supported by the Veda, by the very 
slighest references to them, it is no wonder that we cannot lay our hands. 
upon the Vedic texts (though they really exist) corroborative of such brief 
assertions as the one declaring the authoritative character of the said Prac- 
tices. And it is quite possible for us to infer Vedic texts exactly like those 
in the Smrtis. And the inference may be in this form: The Scriptural 
text, that declares the otherwise unknown results of actions performed by 
good men, has also its use (in the pointing out of the authoritative charac- 
ter of such actions),~—exactly as the milking of the cow, &o. We do not hold 
that alone to be authorised by the scriptures, which is described therein in 
its detailed form; specially as all authorities take up only one of the 
many phases of the object they treat of ; hence though the external forms 
of the Practicos are cognised by Sense-perception, exactly like the prepar- 
ing of the curd, the milking of the cow and the like, yet the fact of their 
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bringing about particular results (in the shape of Heaven, é&c.) cannot be 
got at by any other means save the scriptures. For the matter of that, 
even in the case of sacrifices, a perception of their external forms does not 
stand in need of any Scripural authority. It is only the fact of their lead- 
ing to certain definito results that, being not perceptible by the senses, 
stands in need of such authority. 

Nor can there be any inter-dependence (as urged in the Parvapaksha) ; 
because it is not always necessary that the good men, in all that 
they do, should always recall the scriptural authority for their actions ; 
the fact is that from times immemorial we have always found the prac- 
tices of good men to be in keeping with tho scriptures ; and hence 
people coming to recognise the authoritative character of such practices 
(and not always taking the trouble, to seek the further authority of the 
scriptures), take up these practices as the basis; and from that they 
deduce certain actions as leading to Heaven, &c.; and as such they lose 
sight of the fact of such actions being only occasional, and gradually 
come to recognise them as necessary. The “good men” whose practices 
are meant here are only those that inhabit the country called “ Arydvarta”’ 
(the tract bounded by the Ocean on the Hast and the West, the Himalaya 
on the North, and the Vindhya on the South); and this limit, we may 
infer to be based upon Vedic passages, that speak of the ‘disappearance 
of the Sarasvati’ and the ‘ drippings from the Plaksha tree’ (the former 
expression really referring to the place where the ‘ Sdrasvata Satra’ was 
commenced, and the latter where it was completed; but capable of being 
taken as implying the tract round Kurukséhtra, in the planes of which tho 
Sarasvati river is said to havo disappeared). 

The following objection may be brought forward: “The goodness of 
“a man depending upon the fact of his acting in accordance with the 
“teachings of the scriptures, the mention of his practices, in the scrip- 
“ tures, as good, would involve a mutual inter-dependence.” 

But these people are called ‘good,’ not because of their good con- 
duct, but, simply because they are always found to be acting in accord- 
ance with scriptural injunctions. People come to be recognised as ‘ good,’ 
by always acting in accordance with the direct teachings of the Veda ; 
and when they have thus acquired the title of ‘good,’ even if they hap- 
pen to do something else, in accordance with a fixed tradition, (even 
though the ‘direct Vedic texts on the point may not be available), such 
actions are believed to be the means of attaining to Heaven, and to have 
the character of Dharma. And as for the ‘ mutual inter-dependence’ 
urged above, even in the case of the Veda, we read “If one who is 
learned in the Veda, learned in the sciences, eloquent, fully knowing the 
Veda, should read, &., &c.,” where we find the “knowers of the Veda” 
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mentioned in the Veda; but inasmuch as there is an eternal relationship 
between the Veda and the words it uses and the subject-matter it deals 
with,—and as such the precedence of one or the other is as impossible to 
be ascertained as in the case of the mutual relationship between Day and 
Night,—such mutual inter-dependence is not held to be faulty. And as 
for the Smrti texts, laying down the actions already supported by the 
practice of good men (they cannot be said to be useless on the ground 
of all necessary authority for such actions being found in the said prac- 
tices as supported by direct or assumed Vedic texts) ; because it may be 
held that having come across the particular practice, or even the Vedic 
text in support of it, the Smrti may have expressed its own acquiescence 
in it. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as we find such practices 
based upon perceptible motives of greed, &c., they cannot have any basis 
in the Veda. But such perceptible motives being, also found in the case 
of the Actions laid down directly in the Veda,—this fact alone cannot 
justify us in rejecting the fact of the practices having a basis in the Veda. 
That is to say, we find the injunctions of many actions in which there 
is always some touch of a perceptible motive ; and hence the presence of 
such motives in the practices of good men cannot debar them from having 
a basis in the Veda. 

However, there are certain actions, which are also common among the 
Mlecchas, for the performance of which there is no fixed rule or time— 
such things as are the means of physical pleasures; as for instance, 
agriculture, commerce, foods and drinks, soft beds, comfortable houses, 
pleasure-gardens, painting, singing, dancing, perfumes, and the like; but 
nobody ever thinks of these as Dharma; and hence the nature of these 
cannot rightly lead us to reject the authority of all practices of good men 
(that have any visible causes) ; nor can the fact of some such actions being 
accepted as Dharma establish the Dharmic character of all of them. 
Even among people who are similar to the Mlecchas, we find the preva- 
lence of such actions as the worshiping of the gods and Brahmanas; and 
certainly we accept these to be Dharma, because they also appear in the 
practice of good men. Among ordinary people, certain practices are 
distinctly specified as good, while there are other actions, which are com- 
mon to all living beings (such as those of eating and the like, which help 
to keep the body), and which, as such, are performed by the good men 
also. But among all practices, those alone that are current among 
the good people only are called Dharma, and not all the Actions 
that are common to all living beings (and as such among the good 
also). 

From this it also follows that in the case of men, whose minds have 


188 TANTRA-VARTIKA—-ADHYAYA I——PADA 11I—ADHI 4(a). 


been fully impressed with the idea that only such Actions as are laid 
down in the Veda are Dharma, their inner satisfaction is an authority 
in distinguishing Dharma. And it is not possible for such people, as 
have their minds purified by a fill of knowledge of the Veda and its 
meaning, and whose intention always functions in accordance with 
the path of duty laid down in the Veda,—to have any ideas contrary to 
the Veda; and with a view to this, it has been said—“ whatever the 
man learned in the Veda utters, it becomes Vedic ”—i.e., having its source 
in the impressions left by the Veda, it becomes as authoritative as the 
Veda itself. Just agin the case of salt mines, and in that of Meru the 
land of bright gold, whatever is produced in them, becomes salt and gold 
(respectively),—so also in the case of the inner satisfaction of one who 
knows the Veda (which imparts Vedic authority to all that it touches). 
This idea has also been expressed by many learned people, and has been 


also poetically put thus: ‘‘ Whenever any doubtful point presents itself _ - 


to good men, they are helped by their own minds, which always help them 
to come to the correct conclusion.” (Cakuntula, Act I) Andasa matter 
of fact, for those whose minds are pervaded by the ideas imbibed from a 
long continued study of the Veda, it is not possible to have an inner satis- 
faction, in anything else save the doing of that which is Dharma; and 
hence that Action, which when performed gives them inward satisfaction, 
is accepted as Dharma. 

Or, we may accept the fact of the inner satisfaction of good men 
being a means of knowing Dharma, on mere verbal testimony (of Manu 
and others); and just as, even though many persons may perform any 
single pious act, yet a contemplation of these persons brings about excel- 
lent results to ordinary people (as it is laid down that whenever an evil 
thought enters one’s mind he should think of a pious person),—in the 
same manner, even though many actions may be connected with the inner 
satisfaction of the good man, yet they are accepted as being conducive 
to excellent results. And we may employ the same reasoning to the case 
of the practices of good men (which are laid down as authoritative, in the 
text “the practices of good men also, &., &.”). Just as (1) in the case 
of one who has been favoured by some deities with a boon to the effect 
that anything he would utter would counteract the most virulent poison, 
when he utters some such thing, and it is found to effect a cure, people 
cherish that utterance of his, to serve them in curing similar cases of 
poisoning (in this case the mere fact of the Words being uttered 
by the favoured person, imparts to them the potency),—(2) in the 
science of snakes, it is laid down that whatever herb the mongoose hap- 
pens to hold by its teeth, it becomes a potent cure for all poisons—(in this 
case the mere touch of the animal’s teeth imparts the potency to the 
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herb),—(3) whatever place a pious man happens to inhabit, that place 
(by his mere contact) attains a sanctity that purifies all other people 
coming to it,—exactly in the same manner, the practices and the inner satis- 
faction of such people as have their minds saturated with Dharma, them- 
selves become the means of Dharma; and as such they are to be accepted, 
by people seeking after a knowledge of Dharma, as laid down in the 
Veda itself. 

The Parvapaksha has brought forward certain specific instances of 
the admittedly evil doings of eminently recognised good men: for instance, 
that Prajapati made advances to his own daughter, that Indra had an inter- 
course with Ahalyā; and so forth; and from these instances of gross 
transgressions of the Law by recognised good men, it has come to the 
conclusion that the mere practice of good men cannot be accepted as an 
authority for Dharma. 

In the first place, the passages (in the Purāņas and Vedas) that are in- 
terpreted on these lines, muy be only a fortuitous coincidence of words and 
expressions (the texts never having actually meant what they seem to mean 
now); or, secondly, the prohibition of such actions may be held to pertain to 
men only, and not to superhuman beings; or, thirdly, the actions may be 
justified on the ground of the persons concerned being very powerful and 
super-human beings, and as such not subject to the same limitations (of 
conduct) as the weaklier human beings; or, fourthly, we can explain the 
said texts in such a way as to deprive them of all repulsive significations. 

E.g. (1) The word “ Prajāpati” means ‘ one who protects all creatures ;’ 
as such it can be taken as a name of the Sun; and it is an ordinary 
fact that towards morning the sun reaches the early Dawn, (‘ Usha’); and 
as the early Dawn is brought about by the approach of the Sun, it is called 
his “daughter ;” and it is the fact of the Sun letting his rays fall in (or 
on) the Dawn that has been figuratively spoken of as the intercourse of a 
man with a woman. 

(2) The word “ Indra”—proceeding from the root ‘ Idi’ which signi- 
fies great glory—would signify one possessed of a resplendent glory; and 
as such it is taken as another name of the Sun; and he is the ‘jéra’—des- 
troyer (jarati-ndgayati)—of ‘ Ahaly&’—(ahani liyaté) that which disappears 
during the day, i.e., Night; as it is only when the Sun rises that the dark- 
ness of night is destroyed; and it is in this sense that we should take the 
sentence—‘ Indro’ halyay@ jarah,”—which cannot be taken in its ordinary 
sense, of an illicit connection with a woman. 

(8) As for Nahusha, it is true that when he reached the position of 
Indra, he made advances towards Gaci, Indra’s wife; but through this 
unlawful act, he fell from his place and was bornas a big snake ; and this 
olearly shows that it was a sinful act that he had done; and as. for Çaci, as 


190 TANTRA-VARTIKA=——=ADHYÃÄYA I—-PĀDA III——ADHI 4(a). 


she proved very constantin her devotion to her own husband, her greatness 
and effulgence become enhanced to a tremendous extent, which shows that 
such faithfulness is an act of Dharma. 

(4) In the case of Vaçishtha, it is clear that his action was due to 
excessive grief, and hence nobody accepts it as Dharma. It is only that 
Action which the good men know to be Dharma, and perform it as such: 
hat is to be accepted as Dharma; while those Actions that, even when 
performed by good men, are clearly found to be due to an undue influence 
of desire, anger, greed, delusion, grief and the like,—are to be classified 
as ‘Dharma’ or ‘ Adharma, according as they happen to be enjoined or 
prohibited in the scriptures (without auy consideration for the fact of their 
being performed by good men). 

(5) Hence, in the case of Vigvaémitra also, as he had reached a very 
high degree of penance, even though he did, in certain cases transgress 
the law under the influence of passion or anger,—yet we can allow such - 
transgressions to pass unnoticed, in accordance with the maxim that ‘for 
a strong man everything is equally healthy’ (7.c., for a pious man all actions 
are equally lawful); or, we may absolve him from all blame, on the ground 
that he would destroy all such sins by means of excessive penances, and 
the performances of proper expiatory rites, which would leave him as pure 
as over. But for people of lesser penances, such transgressions would be 
as irretrievably harmful, as the eating of the (poisonous) leaves of the 
Mahāvata for the elephant. 

(6) As for Dvaipéyana, he, under his mother’s orders, got children 
from the wife of his brother (related to him through his mother), in 
accordance with the scriptural injunction: “A woman without a hus- 
band, if desirous of progeny, may, if ordered by her superior, have recourse 
to her husband’s younger brother;” and even if a transgression, it dis- 
appears in the light of his great penances, prior to, as well as after, the 
committing of the deed. If there be another person with ‘an equal degree 
of Brahmic glory, he might do such deeds with impunity. 

(7) Rama and Bhishma, both considering the wife to be only necessary 
in the performance of the sacrifice they had undertaken, did not take to a 
wife—the former on account of his great love for his first wife Sita, and the 
latter because of his great reverence for his father to whom he had pro- 
mised that he would never marry; and as both were free from the debt 
they owed their fathers—the one by his direct offspring, and the other by 
the children of his mother,—there was no impediment to their sacrifices 
being duly accomplished. Then again, Raima kept by him, at the sacrifice, 
a golden image of Sita, because for the sake of reputation (he could not 
have kept Sita in person), and for the sake of showing that he was 
not cruel to the memory of Siti (he did not take another wife to him- 
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self). And as for Bhishma,—the text of Manu laying down that if 
among many uterine brothers, even one gets children, all the rest 
become endowed with offspring, through these very children,—having 
been freed from the debt he owed his fathers, by the birth of the 
Athis brother, Vicitravirya,—he may have taken to a wife for the 
ont g filment of the sacrificial conditions; and this we may iufer from 
- ‘pparent Inconsistency of such an irregularity in the conduct of 
Sfheless person like Bhishma, who, [Mahdbharata—Anucdsana Parva, 
‘ommwhen offering his libations at Gaya, did not place the offering in the 
Misnds of his fathor (who had appeared to him in person), in consideration 
Eó% the scriptural texts that lays down the offering of the libations on the 
ground—(one who was so scrupulous in following the scriptural teachings) 
how could he, alone, without a wife, have dared to perform sacrifices ?) 

(8) As for Dhrtarashtra, we find it related in the Agcarya Parva 
that, through Vy4sa’s favour, he got his sight for looking upon his sons; 
and from this we can infer that through the same agency he was able to 
see when the sacrifice was being performed (and hence at that time 
he was not blind). We are told of the Maharshi being capable of 
wonderful curses and blessings; hence, just as we know of Dhrtarashtra 
to have been born blind in accordance with a curse pronounced by Vyasa; 
so we can infer, from the apparent inconsistency of a blind person engag- 
ing in sacrifices, that during the performance he got his vision through a 
blessing of Vyasa. Or, in the passages that describe Dhrtarashtra as per- 
forming yajnas, the word ‘ Yaéjna’ may be taken to mean ‘charity, gifts,’ 
as the root ‘ yajt’ is equally expressive of sacrifice and giving. And wo 
find Charity laid down as leading to results similar to those of sacrifices ; 
hence the giving of charities may have been figuratively spoken of as the 
“ performance of sacrifices.” 

(9) The unlawful intercourse of the five Pandavas with a common 
wife has been very well explained by Vyasa himself: ‘ Draupadi appear- 
ed, in the full bloom of youth, out of the sacrificial altar ; and as such she 
is Lakshmi (the goddess of wealth) herself; consequently, she does not be- 
come tainted by her intercouse with many owners.” To the same effect, 
we have also the folowing: “The Brahmarshi pointed ont her wonder- 
fully beautiful form to besuperhuman ; inasmuch as the great-souled bean- 
tiful one (Draupadi) became younger day by day.” All this tends to 
show that she was not an ordinary human being; and hence she has been 
spoken of as “ superhuman ” (aud as such her actions are not to be judged 
by the ordinary standard of human proprieties). It is for the very same 
reason that Krshna himself promised to Karna that Draupadi would go to 
him on the sixth day (after having been with the five Pandavas for five 
days). If it were not on account of the superhuman character of the 
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woman, how could such an-authoritative person:as Kyshna himself have 
promised such a transgression. 

Another explant’ s¥“\is that there were five distinct TAupadis ; 
but as they were all ali wy have been spoken of as one; this cone», 
clusion being led to by the apparent inconsistency of such a trangdiiik S 
appearing in the conduct of such blameless characters as Yudin SmI 
aud his brotHers. 

Or, it may be that she was the wife of Arjuna alone | 
she was actually won); and yet she is spoken of as being t 
all of them, simply with a view to show, by æ hyperbolical 
tation, that there was not the slightest point of disagreement x 
the five brothers. Her superhuman character is further pointed oud 
by the faot that when being dragged to the assembly of kings, at the 
gambling, though she was not actually in her courses, yet, on tle spur 
of the moment, she made herself look exactly as if she were so, simply 
with a view to show the action of Dhrtarashtra in the worst possible light. 
And her character of Lakshmi, too, is fully recognised, only when she ig 
considered as the wife of Arjuna alone (who is Nara, the counterpart of 
Narayana). Then again, she has been spoken of, as the common wife of all 
the five brothers, simply with a view to show that there was such a close 
friendship among them that even such an exclusive possession as the wife 
may be spoken of as belonging to all of them, and as such there was na.. 
mutual distrust among them, and so much the less chance of apgaliffer- 
ences arising. 

Thus then, when .all these apparent transgressions are „found to be 
capable of various rational explanations, and when, as a matter of fact, all 
good men are actually found to avoid all that has its source in passion and 
greed, &c., it is not right to question the righteousness of the Practice of 
Good Men. 

(10) Thus too, as regards the action of Yudhishthira in telling a lie 
to compass the death of Drona, some authors have laid down that expiatory 
rites can be performed even when the evil is done purposely ; and as the 
rites laid down for the particular transgression, are the performance of an 
Agwamédha sacrifice, Yudhishthira did perform this-sacrifice, and thereby 
distinctly showed that what he had done was sinful ; and as such it cannot 
be accepted as the “ Practice of good men. ” 

(11) Then remains the case of Kyshna and Arjuna being drunk 
with wine, and having married the daughters of their respective mater- 
nal uncles, both being instances of direct transgressions of the law. But 
it is only the wine distilled from grains, which is called ‘Sura,’ that 
is prohibited for the three higher castes; says the Smrti: “‘ Qurd is the 
impure essence of the graius and it is evil-that is spoken of as impure; 
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hence the Bréhmana, the Kshatriya and the Vaicya should never drink 
Sura.” As for the particular wines “ Madhu” (wine distilled from certain 
fruits, as grapes and the like), and the ‘ Sidhu’ (that distilled from molass- 
es), these are not prohibited for the Kshatriya and the Vaicya; as “all 
intoxicating drinks” have been prohibited for the Brahmana alone. 
Though there is a passage that declares—‘“ all the three kinds of wine, the 
Gaudi (that distilled from molasses) Paishthi (that distilled from grains) 
and Madhvi (distilled from fruits), boing the same, they should not be 
drunk by the Brahmavadis, ”—yet here the word “ Brahmavddi” should be 
taken as denoting the Brahmanas only; as the word literally means 
‘one who is capable of teaching Brahma,’ or ‘whose duty it is to teach 
Brahma’, or ‘ whose excellence lies in such teaching’ ; and as the root ‘ Vada’ 
is synonymous with ‘ Bra’ such duties are distinctly restricted to the 
Brahmana alone, by such texts as—‘ from among the three higher castes, 
the Brahmana alone should teach.” And it has also been pointed out in 
connection with the villificatory Arthavada, that are taken along with the 
prohibition of wines in general, that the Brahmana, deluded under the 
influence of wine, might do many such things as should not be done, which 
shows that wine in general is prohibited for the Brahmana only. Hence 
we take the passage—“ All the three kinds of wine, &c.,’’ to mean that 
just as the one, Sura distilled from grains, is not drinkable by the three 
higher castes, so are all the three undrinkable by the Brahmana. Other- 
wise, if the simple prohibition of wine in general were meant, then the 
words ‘ Yathaiva, &c.,’ and ‘ Bruhmavadibhih’ would be totally redundant. 
The mention of “the three castes ” we shall supply from out of another 
verse. For this reason, the fact of Krshnaand Arjuna—both Kshatriyas— 
being intoxicated with ‘ Madhu’ (grape wine) is in no way a transgression 
of the law. 

And, as a matter of fact, we have Vedic texts that distinctly show (1) 
that the prohibition of wine is for others (i.e. Brahmanas), and also (2) 
that it is distinctly permissible (in the case of others): For instance, (1) 
“That which was impure came out afterwards; wine is that impurity, 
this became.. attached to the Kshatriya; hence it is that superiors, 
daughters-in-law, and the father-in-law drink the wine and go on talking ; 
Bvil indeed is impurity; hence the Brahmana should not drink the wine; 
lest he be attached to evil”; and (2) “The Kshatriya should say to 
the Brahmana—‘ the drinking of wine does no harm to him who knows 
this’”; and this latter is with reference to the ‘ Madhu’ and the ‘ Sidhu’ 
(and not the ‘Surd@’ which is in no case allowed to anyone else but the 
Cidra). 

As for Krshna and Arjuna, having married their maternal cousins, 
such relationships of brothers and cousins come to be mentioned, even 
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where there is no blood relationship (and hence it may be that Krshna 
and Arjuna are spoken of as cousins simply because of their close friend- 
ship). Though Subhadr&é is spoken of as ‘Krehna’s sister,’ yet, we 
know that only three persons—Baladéva, Kyshna, and Ekanatici— 
have been spoken of as uterine brothers and sisters; and hence we 
conclude that Subhadri must have been a distant cousin of Kyshna’s, 
as is clear from the fact of her beiug married to Arjuna, who could be said 
to have transgressed the law, only if he had married a child of Vasudeva’s 
(who was his maternal uncle); and certainly he committed no transgres- 
sion in marrying one who was only a distant relation of Vasudeva. And 
how could such a great Law-giver as Kyshna, who is always cited as an 
example of righteous conduct, allow of an incestuous marriage, when he 
was fully alive to his position of a Law-giver, as is clearly shown by his 
own declarations: vizs.: “O Partha, all men follow my path,” ‘‘ Whatever 
the great one does, the others follow; that which he authorises, people act 
up to it.” 

The above arguments will serve to explain the marriage of Krshna 
himself with Rukmini (who is said to have been his cousin), 

As instances of transgressions, in modern times, of the laws laid 
down in the Smrtis, the Puérvapaksha has cited the drinking of wine 
among the Bralimana women of the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura, 
and the marriage with maternal cousins, current amongst the people of the 
South. 

In explanation of this, some people assert that as the Smrti and the 
Practice of good men are both independent of each other, being equally 
based upon the Veda, both of them are of equal authority, and as such 
whenever we find them contradicting each other, we can accept both as 
laying down equally authoritative alternatives; and as such the trans- 
gressions need not be rejected as transgressions of Smrti Jaws, and as such 
sinful, 

But this explanation cannot be accepted as correct, in view of the 
statement of the comparativo strength of the various authorities of Dharma 
(where it will be distinctly shown that the Smrti has a greater authority 
than the Practice of good men). 

Others again offer the following explanation : All Laws are laid down 
with special reference to certain definite parts of the country; as Apas- 
tamba has distinctly pointed ont that certain actions are not allowed in 
one part of the country, and they are quite permissible in another. And 
hence we conclude that the said practices would not be sinful only for 
those whose forefathers have been used to them: as has been declared by 
Manu also: “The path by which one’s father and forefathers have gone 
on, by that path of the good should one proceed; as by such procedure 
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alone does he not become attached to sin.” And, asamatter of fact, we find 
that those people, whose forefathers have not accepted the aforesaid practices 
whieh have been prohibited in other Smrtis, still avoid them; and if by 
chance they do become addicted to it, they are cast out by their own 
people. 

Bat this explanation too will not serve our purpose; because Gautama 
has declared that “all practices contrary to the Scriptures are unauthori+ 
tative.” It may be argued that as a matter of course, when we find the 
practices to be contrary to the Veda, we do not accept them as authorita- 
tive; and the term ‘Scriptures’ does not apply to the Smrtis. But 
this is not correct; because the term ‘Scripture’ is applicable to Smrti 
works also. In connection with “ Smarta Dharma” Cankha and Likhita 
have declared “ Amndyah smrtidharakah,” which clearly shows that the 
works of Manu and others—called ‘ Amnaya’ (Scriptures)—which were 
composed by them on the strength of their own remembrances of 
Vedic texts—have been laid down for the sake of the students of these 
works, for the purpose of ascertaining a definite basis for the said compila- 
tions in such rememberances. Hence, it is absolutely impossible for us to 
accept the authoritative character of such practices as are contrary to the 
laws laid down by Manu and others. As for the declaration of Apastamba, 
quoted above, it has been completely refuted by Baudhayana, who has 
cited many instances of practices contrary to the Smrtis. Aud further, as 
we find all such practices originating from visible causes, such as passion 
and the like, we can never accopt the fact of there being a Vedic basis, either 
for such unlawful practices, or for the above quoted declarations of Apas- 
tamba. 

It may be asked—“ What is the text that prohibits the drinking of 
wine for Bréhmana women?” Well, we have the text—“ For this reason, 
the Brahmana and the Kshatriya, and also the Kshatriya, should not drink 
wine.” 

Against this, it may be urged that the word “ Brāhmana ” being in the 
masculine gender, the said text cannot be taken as prohibiting it for 
women; and as such the practice of the women of Mathura cannot be held 
to be contrary to the Smrti text quoted. 

Bat, in that case, even in the case of the prohibition—“ A Brahmana 
should not be killed,” it may be the killing of the man alone that can be 
said to be prohibited; and in the same manner, a significance may be 
attached to the singular number in ‘ Brahmana’; and thence a man would 
only once desist from killing one Brahmana; and he would conclude that he 
has obeyed the law fully, in that one desisting, and thenceforward he 
might go on killing Brāhmanas with impunity. Or, in the prohibition in 
question too, we find the word “ Bréhmana” in the singular; and sa the 
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law would have been fully obeyed by any single Brahmana desisting from 
wine; and thenceforth, we would have the same contingency as before 
in the case of the prohibition of killing (i.e., the other Brabmanas would 
go on drinking with impunity). 

The other party retorts: “As for the significance of the singular 
“ number, as this may be applicable either to each individual Brahmana, 
“or to the single Brahmana-class (considered as one composite whole), 
“ there would be no harm in accepting it. That is to say, even if the pro- 
“ hibition of the killing, as well as of the drinking, refer to each individual 
“ Brahmana that may happen to become a fit object of such prohibition,— 
“as the mention of this singularity would be a mere repetition, it could not 
“ qualify either tke action (of killing or drinking) or the prohibition~(und 
“as such the singular number could not be held to have any significance) ; 
“specially if the singularity is distinctly found to refer to the Braéhmana- 
“elass, (as this class is always universally recognised to be one), any 
“ mention of its singularity would all the more be a mere repitition (and aa 
“such in any case uo siguificance can bo attached to the singular number ; 
“ though there are no such objections to the admitting of the significance 
“of the masculine gender). [Then, as for the argument that if the mas- 
“culine gender be significant, in the case of the word ‘ Brahmana’ as 
“ occurring in the prohibition, ‘ the Brahmana should not drink wine,’ the 
“same may be said in the ease of the prohibition ‘the Brahmana should 
“not be killed’] there is a deal of difference between the two cases; as in 
“the prohibition of killing, (‘ Brahmano na hantavyah’) the ‘ Brahmana’ 
“ being the real objective, appears in the form of the subject (on account 
“of the passive affix tavya) ; and as such no significance is attached to the 
“masculine gender in this case; exactly as in the case of the sentence 
“tone desirous of heaven should offer sacrifices,’ no significance is at- 
“ tached to the masculine gender in ‘ svargakamah,’ simply on the ground 
“ of its being the subject; while in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
“though the Brahmana, as the person warned off from sin, has the 
“character of the subject, yet considered as the agent of the drinking, 
“he becomes a part of the predicate, by means of the Nominative and 
“ the Instrumental affixes (the real construction of the prohibition being 
“** Brdhmanéna-surapanam pdpajanakam’); and assuch in this case, it be- 
“comes absolutely necessary to attach a significance to the masculine 
“ gender ; exactly as in tho case of the ‘ measuring of the sacrificial post’ by 
“the sacrificer, as the sacrificer is mentioned as the predicate, his gender 
“ is taken into consideration, 

“ To further explain (how no significance can be attached to the mas- 
“ culine gender in the word ‘Brahmana,’ in the sentence ‘the Brahmana 
“ should uot be killed’): The meaning of the sentence is that ‘one who is 
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“a Brathmana should not be killed’; and when this construction has been 
“once comprehended, (the prohibition has been fully understood and) no 
“ other gender, &c., can be predicated, either of the Brahmana, or of the 
“prohibition ; (because that would lead to a split of the original sentence), 
“which would have to be construed somewhat like this: ‘one who is a 
“ Brdéhmana should not be killed, and that Brahmana should be a male’; 
“ which is not in any case allowable. That is to say, the Injunction in 
“ question serves to lay down a prohibition ; and as no prohibition of mere 
“ killing (without an object) is possible, we take it to mean the prohibition 
“of the killing as qualified by (i.e., as pertaining to) the Brahmana-class ; 
“and its operation ceasing with this, if it be called into requisition again, 
“ with a view to the injunction of any such peculiarities as the gender and 
“ the like, with reference either to the Bradhmana, or to the Killing, or to 
“the Prohibition,—then it would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive 
“ affix (which has once enjoined the non-killing, and which is now called 
“upon to lay down the gender, &c.) ; and as such, this would lead to the 
“ split of the sentence. Even for those who hold Injunction and Prohibi- 
“tion to be two distinct facts signified by Vedic sentences, the Nega- 
“tive (‘not’ in the prohibition ‘the Brahmana should not be killed’), 
“ having its own denotation helped by that of the Injunctive affix, comes 
“ to have an additional meaning (in the shape of prohibition), and serves the 
“ purpose of prohibiting that (killing) which has been signified by the In- 
“ junctive affix in (‘hantauvyah ’), with special reference to the Brahmana- 
“class; because, as explained before, no prohibition of mere killing in the 
“ abstract would be possible ; dnd it cannot be again called into requisition 
“ to prohibit auy such further peculiarities, as those of gender and the 
“ like, in connection with, either the Braihmana, or the Killing, or the In- 
“ junction ; consequently, though a particular gender is mentioned in the 
“ sentence, yet, as it does not serve any useful purpose, no significance can 
“ be attached to it. The construction of the said passage may be amplified 
“in the following manner: ‘ That the Brahmana should be killed through 
“auger &o., is not.’ But according to those who accept the Injunction to 
“ be the only signification of the Veda (and explain the Prohibition as 
“only a negative Injunction), the sentence may be amplified thus: ‘ The 
“ killing of the Brahmana should not be done,’ or ‘He who is a Brah- 
“mana, him one should not kill,—the passage being thus explained, 
“ either as the prohibition of the killing as pertaining to the Brahmana, 
‘or as the prohibition of a killing which has its object distinctly pointed 
“out as the Brahmana. In any case, we cannot escape from accepting 
“the Brahmana as the Subject; and as pertaining to the Subject, either 
“ tho Gender or the Number can have no significance. 

“ On the other hand, in the case of the prohibitions—‘ the Brahmana 
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should not drink the wine,’ and ‘the wine should not be drunk by the 
“ teachers of Brahma ’—, the ‘Brahmana’ has not the character, of either 
“ the ‘ cause, ’ or ‘ place,’ or ‘time’ or ‘ result,’ or ‘ the object of purifica- 
‘‘ tion, ’~-which ave the only five possible forms of that which is already 
“known (i.e., Subject); and in the former sentenee, the Brahmana bas 
‘ the full character of the qualification of the nominative, and as such, 
“is capable of being defined by the singular number which is predicated 
“of it by the verbal affix (‘in pibēt’); and in the latter sentence as the 
“Instrumental ending distinetly points to the subordinate (or predica- 
"“ tive) character of the Brahmana, he cannot but be admitted to be 
‘specified by the masculine gender. And in accordance with this, even 
“ the former sentence should be taken as the prohibition of drinking, for 
“the Brahmana, as qualified by the Masculine gender.” 

“s And thus, as the drinking of wine is not found to have been pro- 
“ hibited, for Beélimana women, the drinking of wine by the women of the 
“ countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura cannot be said to be a transgres- 
“gion of the law.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


This is not so; because even in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
no significance can be attached to the gender, because the Brihmana is the 
subject, here also, exactly asin the case of the prohibition of Brahman- 
killing. As a matter of fact, the mere fact of a certain thing being yet to 
be known is not the only ground for attaching a significance to the qualifi- 
cations of the gender, &c., because Predicability is the one important ground 
for such significance ; as that which is described—vz.e., the Subject of a 
proposition—is described just as it is found to exist; and in connection with 
that, nothing more than what is necessarily required by the Predicate can 
be said to be predicated. 

Hence, if we had any such injunction as that ‘the Brahmana should 
drink wine’ prior to the appearance of the Prohibition, then alone could 
there be any chance for the subordinate and predicative character belong- 
ing to the Brahmana, which could justify our attaching a significance to 
everything (that is both the masculine gender and the singular number). 
But, asa matter of fact, we know that the only agent that prompts the 
Brihmana to the drinking of wine is Passion or Delusion, &c.; and so there 
is no possibility of there being any such Injunction (of the drinking of wine). 
And as for an Injunction being deduced from the prohibitive text itself 
(as urged above), no such deduction is possible, as all chance for it is 
barred by the fact of the sentence ending in a direct prohibition. There- 
fore, whether the said prohibition be construed as—‘' That the Brahmana 
should drink wine is not, ’—or as ‘ He whois a Bréhmana should not drink 
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wine, ’—it being taken either as the prohibition of drinking as pertaining 
to wine, or as the Injunction of a prohibition,—in any case, inasmuch as he 
is the object that is helped by being warned off from the drinking, the 
Braihmana cannot be held to be predicated either of the drinking or of the 
prohibition (and as such no significance can be attached to the gender, 
&c. ) 

Even in ordinary experience, we find that there is a chance of both the 
male and the female (Brahmana) being addicted to drink; and hence in the 
sentence prohibiting the drinking, the mention of the Brahmana must be 
taken as pertaining to both sexes (because as the Subject of the sentence, 
it must be taken exactly as it is found in ordinary experience). And it 
cannot be construed as ‘The Braéhmana that should drink’—‘ and he be a 
male’; because such connection of the gender cannot be established without 
the operation of Predieation (which is absent in this case). (That is to say, 
when the ‘ Brahmana?’ has once been spoken of as the Subject, it is not 
possible to make it the Predicate without a Predicative word). (Butsuch 
Predication is not found in the present case). (Because the whole sen- 
tence cannot be taken as serving the sole purpose of predicating the relation 
of the gender ; as the Injunction, or the Predication, does not proceed any 
further than the prohibition of drinking). Hence, we conclude that in both 
cases (ie, in the case of the prohibition, ‘The Bréhmana should not be 
killed,’ as also in that ‘The Bréhmana should not drink wine’) we cannot 
attach any significance to the gender or the number (of the word 
‘ Brahmana’ ). 

It may be argued that—“ if such be the case, then the killing of the 
Braéhmana woman would be as sinful as that of the male Brahmana; and 
as such, how is it that the full expiatory rite, necessary on the killing of 
a Brahmana, has been restricted (in the case of the female Bréhmana) to 
the Atréy: woman only (which shows that the killing of other Brahmana 
females is not equally sinful)?” 

To this we make the following reply: Who is there that denies the 
equal sinfulness of the killing of the female Brahmana? As for the 
expiatory rites being different, this is due to the fact of the one being a 
female and the other a male (but this does not show that there is any 
difference in the sinfulness of the two slaughters) ; and certainly the com- 
parative slightness of the expiatory rite does not remove’ tle character of 
‘ Brahmana-slaughter’ from the killing of the female Br&hmana; because 
under certain circumstances the expiatory rite that has been laid down as 
necessary for one who has killed even a male Bréhmana, is also compara- 
tively slight; and this fact would also come to imply the lesser sinful- 
ness of this killing (which is absurd). Therefore, because the expiatory 
rite laid down for one who kills a female Brihmana is comparatively 
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slight, from that we cannot doubt the fact of the killing of the woman - 
being sinful and prohibited. 

In the case of the drinking of wine, however, we do not meet with any 
distinction in the expiatory rites that are laid down; and as such all 
chance of there being any support for such drinking by women having 
been lost, we conclude that the said practice of the Brahmana women of 
the two countries, is a direct transgression of the laws laid down in the 
Smrtis. 

It has been argued above that on the strength of a declaration of 
Apastamba, we can accept the two as optional alternatives; but as this 
drinking of wine by the Brahmana has been prohibited by the Veda 
itself—“ Therefore, the Brahmana should not drink wine’—the mere 
equality of two contradictory Smrtis cannot justify us in accepting an 
option in the matter; and hence we cannot admit the authoritativeness of 
such practices. 


(The Adhikarana differently construed). 


With a view to establish the authoritative character of the Prac- 
tices of good men, we can construe both these S#tras as laying down this 
same Adhtkarana. And this further consideration is based upon the in- 
stances of the practices of the good people inhabiting the part of the world 
known as ‘ Arydvarta’ which has been defined as that country where the 
black antelope is found to roam and graze. The question is—That which 
the Aryas (gentlemen of the said country) are found to perform, as 
Dharma, is that authoritative or not? And the ground of doubt is that on 
account of these persons being the same as the performers of Vedic 
sacrifices, we conclude their practices to be authoritative; while inasmuch 
as we do not find such practices duly coded and compiled, there is a 
chance that they may be unauthoritative. 

It may be argued that the Authors of the Smrtis themselves have declared 
the authoritativeness of such practices, in such texts as,—‘ the remém- 
brance and the conduct of people knowing the Veda,’ “the practices of 
good men,” “the practice that obtains in a country,” and so forth— 
and as such the authority of the practices is implied in that of the Smrtis. 

But this will not do; as the opponent might very rightly argue thus: 
“ Inasmuch as we do not find such practices to have any origin (in the 
“ Veda) and as we find them tobe due to other motives of grees the 
“ like, we cannot accept them as authoritative ; because even of Smrti texts, 
“ we admit the authority of only such of them as are found to have any basis 
“ in the various branches of the Veda; but on the sole authority of the pre- 
* valence of certain practices, we cannot infer the existence of corroborative 
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Smrti texts, and at the same time, that the Vedic texts in support of these 
“ latter. Because the Authors of the Smriis must have seen these practices 
“ exactly as we see them ; and hence the Smrtis cannot point out any Vedic 
“basis for them. Specially because, if these Authors knew of tho Vedic texts 
“ in support of the practices, they should have included them among the other 
“acts laid down in their works. And hence, inasmuch as we do not find 
“them laying tlem down in their works in the same manner as they have 
“ done the other acts for which they had supports in the Veda,—and as they 
“ declared them to be authoritative, simply on account of the confidence 
“that they had in the good men of their day,—we can by no means 
“ascertain such practices to have any basis in the Veda.” 

Consequently there is certainly an occasion for due consideration. 
The foregoing two Adhikurunas have laid down the conclusion that the 
Practices of good men are authoritative, because the people among whom 
theso are prevalent aro the same as the performers of Vedic sacvifices, 
and also because wo do not find them to be contrary to the Veda or 
the Smrti. As a matter of fact, we do not find any practices of good men 
to be contrary to any Smrti or Vedic texts ; and as such, from the fact of 
the persons concerned being the same in both cases, they are accepted to 
be authoritative; and in support of this we have the declarations of the 
Authors of Smrtis, who could not have lent their support to anything 
which they did not actually know to be based upon the Veda. 

Against this conclusion, however, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the scriptures are limited in their scope ( Sittra 6), the 
“ practices of good men, devoid of Vedic support, cannot have any author- 
“ity, with regard to the ascertaining of Dharma or Adharma. The scope 
“of the scriptures has been limited to matters relating to Dharma and 
“ Adharma: and the scriptures have been limited to the number fourteen, as 
“ made up of the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, none of which includes 
“any such thing as the Practices of good men; nor can such Practice be 
` “ gaid to form a scripture by itself; nor can the Perception or the Perform- 
‘ance of such Practices be said to form a scripture; because the former 
“ depends upon otber persons; and as for the latter it is the subject-matter 
“dealt with by tho scriptures, and cannot itself be the sciipture. And as 
“for the Smrti text supporting the authoritative character of the Prac- 
“ tices, it has already been shown that it has no basis in the Veda. 

“ And if we proceed to consider the question, as to whether these 
“ Practices have one basis or many,—we find that neither of the two is 
“ possible to be inferred. Because for such Practices as are found to be 
“ different in different countries, and among different communities and fami- 
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“ lies, it is not possible to be based upon any single Vedic text; nor is there 
“ any such Vedic text as would include all such practices; as it is absolutely 
‘impossible for them to be spoken of either as distinct individuals, or as 
“ forming a class by themselves, which are the only two possible denotations 
“of words. And if one were to assume a Vedic text for each of these Prac- 
“ tices, he would be composing a Veda by himself ; as it is not possible for 
“ any single sentence to speak of, and give rise to, an indefinite number 
“of practices; nor can it be said that, it was the finding of such a sentence 
“in the Veda that led the authors of the Smrits to declare the authoritative- 
“ness of the practices; because in that case these would come to have as 
“ great an authority as the other Smrti texts that Jay down other duties 
“(on the basis of the Veda). And again, the Smrti text that would be 
“ composed after the perception of the Practice, cannot serve as its basis: 
“as that would disturb all the rules that regulate the relations of the sup- 
“ porter and the supported, and the comparative strength of the various 
“authorities. (Because in that case the Practice would serve as the origin 
“and basis of the Smrti text). 

“ Hence, inasmuch as it is only amongst a limited number of serip- 
“ tures that the basis for any action can be assumed, as we do not find 
“any basis for many of the said Practices among the scriptures, we con- 
“ clude them to be absolutely baseless. Nor is it possible for us to assume a 
“a Vedic text similar to the Smriti that could also be assumed as corro- 
“ borative of the practices; becauso in that case, the Veda would como to 
“ have its origin in these practices; which would turn all ideas of the com- 
“ parative strength of the various authorities upside down. That is to say, 
“the Vedic text assumed would be in somo such form as—‘ The Practices 
“of good men are authoritative ;’ but this would imply the existence of the 
“ practices, prior to the Vedic text; and as that which follows cannot serve 
“as the basis for that which has existed before it, such an assumed text 
“ cannot be held to be the basis of the practices which therefore remain as 
“ baseless as before. 

“ Or, the Sétra (6th) may be taken in the following manner: the scope 
“ of the scriptures ts limited to a definite number of subjects; and as the 
“‘number of the practices is indefinite, they cannot have the character of 
“ the scripture. 

“Or, it may mean that the subject-matter of tho scripture is 
“ limited to such facts only as are not cognisable by any other means. 
“While in the case of the practices, we find many such visible motives as 
“ Greed and the like; and hence we cannot admit them to have any author- 
“ity in the scriptures. Hence we conclude that inasmuch as the practices 
“are subsidiary to considerations of material pleasures, they cannot 
“havo the character of Dharma. We find in the case of the Vaicyas, 
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“ Servants, and Doctors, and other people in the towns, that their practices 
“are based upon motives of material pleasures; and hence we conclude 
“ the same to be the case with all human practices. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the Veda and the Smrtis are 
“ the only authorities in matters relating to Dharma ; and as for the conduct 
“and practices and inner satisfaction of men, they are just the same as 
‘drinking bouts and jokes (current among ordinary people).”’ 


[Stra 7 would embody the Siddhānta in reply to this Parvapaksha. | 


Or, the three Sdtras (5, 6, and 7) may be taken as dealing with this 
same Adhikarana; and in this case, the practices current among the good 
people of Arydvarta may be cited as instances; and with regard to these, 
a question may be raised as to their authoritativeness or otherwise. And 
(the Parvapaksha being supplied from without, on the same lines as shown 
rnbove), all the three Sutras may be taken as putting forward the Siddhanta 
only, which would run thus: 

That which is taught (‘Cishia’) in the Veda and the Smrtis—if this 
is not contradicted by the practice of good men, such practice can be 
accepted, as an authority for Dharma; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of the said teachings, then, as there would be a contradiction 
among the authorities, the Practice can never be admitted to have any 
authority in matters relating to Dharma. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[A word is always to be taken in the sense that is attributed to it in the 
scriptures]. 


A.—Tie ADHIKARANA EXPLAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BHÄSHYA. 


Sutra (8). “ The contest would be equal.” 


The clausc— because we do not find any contradiction amongst 
them”—may be taken as the opening of this Sitra. 

When we find even good men using a word ia two different meanings 
the following doubt ariscs in the mind of tho listener: Inasmuch as a 
single word is used by good men in different senses, often contradicting 
one another, which one shall we accept as boing the real meaning of the 
word? For instance, the word ‘ yava’ (barley-corn) ‘ Varaha,’ (Boar), and 
‘ Vétasa’ (Cane), are, in other countries, used in the sense of ‘ priyangu’ 
(Long pepper), ‘ Vayasa’ (Crow), and ‘ Jamboo’ (Blackberry), respectively. 
Hence there arises a doubt as to tho real significations of these words, 
îm the minds of those who have not thonght out the difficulty, and who 
base all their ideas only upon what they actually perceive. 

And on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“There should be no doubt at all on this point; because the usa ges of 
“all men are equally authoritative. In the case of overy word, in whatever 
“ sense it happens to be used in a country, for that country the expressive- 
*‘ ness of the word rests in that sense alone; and this local denotation of 
“the word is authoritative for all men of all countries; specially as the 
“ following arguments necessitate such universal authority : 

“The word cannot be said to have that sense for a few men only ; 
“ nor can it be said not to have that sense forany men; the only difference 
“ that is possible is on tho point of such sense being known or not known ; 
“and it is only this difference that can be perceived, in connection with 
» Bovera] men of various countries. Consequently, even if a certain sense 
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on 


t of a word, be not known to certain men, they should accept it unhesita- 
“tingly; as it is as authoritative as the meaning that is known to 
“them. 

“The reality, or the authority, of the denotations of words do not 
“ depend upon either the groater or lesser number of persons using them 
“ in different senses; as in the case of such words (which are held to have 
“many meanings even by the same people) as ‘aksha’ ‘pala’ and the 
“like: though only very few people use the word ‘ Aksha’ in the sense 
“ of the terminalia belerica, yet this meaning of it is admitted as freely as 
“that of the ‘aale of the cart.’ Similarly, too, it has been declared that 
“ the root ‘ cava’ is used in tho sense of moving among the Kambojas; while 
“tho Aryas use it to signify modification or putrefaction, as when they 
“ speak of the dead body as a ‘ ¢ava;’ and thero are many verbs and nouns 
“that are found to be used in different senses in different countries. 
“ Hence we conclude that the contest between (or the authority of) all the 
“ significations is equal. 

“So also in a case where a certain fact in connection with the subsidiary 
“ sacrifices is mentioned by a word that appears in the same form (though 
“ perhaps in a different sense) in connection with the primary sacrifice,—we 
“ accept the Subsidiary to have been performed exactly as the Primary, 
“and thereby quite in keeping with the Injanction that the Subsidiary is 
“ to be performed like the Primary. It is with special reference to such a 
“case only that the clanse—‘ because we do not find any contradiction 
“ among them’—can be admitted (asa part of the Sutra); because it is 
“only in such cases that the diversity can be said to be non-contradictory . 
‘in all other cases, there being no possibility of a co-existence of diversity 
“and non-contradiction. 

“ Thus then the different usages being equally authoritative, we must 
“ accept them to be optional alternatives.” 


To all this, we make the following reply : 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (9). That which is supported by the scriptures (is the 
more authoritative), because that (the scripture) is the source of 
authority. 


The sense that appears in the scriptures is the more authoritative ; 
because the scriptures are the only source of authority; as for the sense 
accepted in ordinary parlance, such signification can be accepted as second- 
ary. Whenever there is a difference of opinion, the ordinary people of 
the world are not accepted as the decisive authority, but it is always that 
which has the support of the scriptures that is accepted as the most 
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authoritative; because as for acceptance in ordinary parlance, all aro 
equally accepted; while the latter has the additional authority of the 
scriptures, which makes 1t the most authoritative of all. 


Or, the Sutra may be explained thus: the sense in which the word 
is used by those persons that take their stand upon the scriptures, is to be 
accepted as the most authoritative ; because it is more trustworthy than any 
other sense. 

It is a peculiarity with the people taking their stand upon the scrip- 
tures, that if there is even a slight discrepancy in what they assert, the 
whole purpose of the scriptures becomes defeated (that is to say, in the 
course of a sacrifice, if there is the slightest mistake in the pronunciation, 
&c., of mantras, the sacrifice becomes faulty, and fails to bring about the 
proper results) ; whereas in the case of ordinary usage, even if there be 
slight discrepancies, there is no such contingency. The doctors of medi- 
cine, when considering their own science of medicine, ascertain the mean- 
ings of the words “ Yava” and the like (as they occur in particular 
contexts), in accordance with the taste, nutritious properties and digesti- 
bility of the particular article, that may be meant there; and the sacri- 
ficial priests proceed to ascertain their meanings, with reference to the 
proper performance of Dharma. Therefore in the case of a work on medi- 
cine, a word should be accepted to have that sense (primarily) which has 
been given to it, from times immemorial, by the doctors of that science 
and so also in the case of sacrifices, only that sense is to be accepted 
which has been admitted by people learned in the sacrifices. 

And when itis thus possible to definitely ascertain the meaning of a 
word, we cannot accept it to be of an uncertain signification; nor can we 
admit of an option in the matter; because all options are open to eight 
objections (as shown above). 

As a matter of fact, whenever we find a word invariably used in the 
Veda, in the same sense, this definite ascertainment of its signification 
leads us to a similar conclusion, in the case of ordinary parlance also. 
As for instance, in the case of the word ‘ Yava,’ the Veda has laid down 
the injunction—‘ the post of the Udumbara wood is to be washed with 
the water mixed with Yava;’ and in connection with this passage, it is 
declared—‘ when all other plants are drooping, these continue to flourish 
luxuriantly’. (This passage we meet with in various rescensions of the 
Veda; the Bhashya has cited that which occurs in connection with the 
Varunapraghdsa sacrifice; but as a discussion, as to which passage is really 
meant, would serve no purpose, we may accept it as quoted by the 
Bhashya). As a matter of ordinary experience, we find that in the 
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month of Phdlguna (February-March) the leaves of all the trees fall off, 
and it is only the barley-corn that flourishes most Juxuriantly. On the other 
hand, the ‘ Priyangu’ (long-pepper) ripening during the Autumn, dis- 
appears entirely long before Phälyuna, and flourishes during the rains, 
when no other plants are found to be drooping, as all of them are in 
luxuriant foliage during the rains (hence we cannot accept the Long- 
pepper to be that which ‘ flourishes luxuriantly when all other plauts are 
drooping’). (Hence we cannot but accept the word ‘ Yava’ to mean 
barley-corn). : 

In the same manner, the significations of the words ‘ Vétasa’ and 
‘ Vardha’ are also ascertained from the sense in which they are used in 
the scriptures. 


(Here ends the Explanation of the Adhikarana according to the Bhashya). 


; 


[ Arguments against the above interpretation of the Adkiharana. | 


In all the three words cited, the significations that have been sought 
to be supported by scriptural texts, are such as are already accepted to be 
the most authoritative, even on the authority of ordinary usage; and as 
such they cannot serve as examples of words having their siguifications 
defined by the authority of the scriptures. For in no country is the word 
‘Yava’ used in the sense of long-pepper, nor the words ‘ Vélasa’ and 
‘ Vardha’ in those of blackberry and crow respectively. Why then should 
we assume such usages and thereby create a difliculty for ourselves 
usclessly ? 

Inasmuch as under the Siatra I—iv—29, it will be shown that in all 
doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is arrived at, by the help of subsequent 
passages ; and hence, the above instances coming under the same category, 
there is no need of considering them over again on this occasion. It is 
true that under the said Sutra, no notice is taken of the denotations of the 
words, the consideration referring solely to the object to be used (tc, the 
point there to be considered is not what the word “ akta” anointed means, 
but that what is the material with which the gravels are to be anointed) ; 
and in the case as treated of there, the conclusion arrived at is only appli- 
cable to the particular time and place, and not everywhere (i.e., it does not 
conclude that wherever there is to be an anointing, it is always to be 
done by butter, but only that in the particular instance, only butter should 
be used); while on the present occasion, what we are considering is the 
general denotation of the word (‘yava’); and as such the conclusion that 
we arrive at is universally binding ; and from these facts it may be argued 
that there is no repetition. Yet with all this, the process of reasoning 
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employed in the two cases is the samo; and exactly as under the said 
Sutra, the butter is concluded to be the object that is to be employed, 
on the strength of the subsequent passages; so in the same manner, in 
the present case also, it is by the aid of the subsequent passage that we 
arrive at a definite conclusion with regard to the significations of the 
words ‘ yava’ and the like. 

And again, under the Safra I—iv—23 we shal] show that there are 
various causes of secondary (or indirect) signification, such as similarity and 
the like; and hence even if the word ‘ Vétasa’ be not admitted to be directly 
denotative of tho blackberry, the similarity of the two would enable it to 
bo used (indirectly) in that sense; (and as such, such signification being 
only indirect, it could not have the preference over the natural significa- 
tion) ; and hence no purpose is served by the citation of such words as the 
instances to be considered. 

For these reasons, we should base our consideration of the present 
Adhikarana upon other examples. 


[B. The Adhtkarana as explained by the Vartika.] 


When there happens to be a difference in the usages of the Arya and 
the IMléccha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are equally authorita- 
tive, or one is more authoritative than the other. And on this wo have the 
following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“For all people that have to do only with perceptible things, the 
“contest would be equal ; as it is only in the case of invisible (or super-physi- 
“ cal) things that the Aryas can have any superior authority $ in the case 
“of visible things, the authority of the Arya and the Mléccha is equally 
“ strong. 

“ Because all words are used with the sole purpose of expressing 
“ certain things; and certainly the things that are thus talked of are those 
“that are met with, and are of use, in ordinary experience. Hence, ina 
“case where we find exactly the same word being used in an entirely dif- 
“forent sense, among the Mlécchas, we conclude the expressiveness 
“of the word to be eternal; exactly as we have the notion of etornality 
“with regard to the expressiveness of words uscd by the Aryas; as the 
“ reasons for accepting the eternality of the relations between the word and 
“its meaning are equally applicable in the two cases of the Arya and the 
“ Mléccha. As among the Mléochas too, we cannot traco the beginnings of 
“tho usages of words; and hence wo can perceive no difference between 
“ two equally beginningless expressive potentialities of words. For instance, 
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“even among the Miécchas, the perception of smoke leads to the conclusion 
“ of the existence of fire; and hence (as we find their position correct in the 
“case of one means of knowledge) we conclude that the sense in which a 
“ word is used by them is really one that is expressed by it. Consequently 
“then, in the case of the word ‘ pilu,’ as denoting a particular tree (accord- 
“ing to the Aryas) and the elephant (according to the Allécchas), tho 
“contest between them (for authority) would be equal.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


In reply to the above, we have the Sūtra (9), which can be explained 
exactly as it has been done above. 

And further, the notion of real exprossiveness that wo have with regard 
to the words used by the Mlēcchas is as erroneous as the notion that we 
have with regard to those words that, though pronounced wrongly on 
account of ignorance, inability, &c., are yet perchance found to resemble 
another correct word. Thatistosay, exactly as we have corruptions of the 
verbal forms of words, so also we have thoso of meanings,—theso latter 
being due to such causes as the indirect (secondary) significations of words, 
or the inability of the person to discern the right meaning, And these 
corruptions can be discerned only by those people that take their stand 
upon the scriptures, and are seeking aftcr the virtue that is attainable only 
by the correct performance of duties as correctly comprehended from the 
Veda; exactly as a false coin can be picked out only by those who are ex- 
perts in the art. And certainly, whon there is an opposition between the 
cognitions of the learned and the ignorant, the former is always the stronger 
of the two; specially as it is very easy for us to get at reasons and facts 
upsetting the ideas of the ignorant. 

Hence we conolude that, inasmuch as the inhabitants of Arydvarta 
take their stand upon the scriptures, their ideas alone can have any authorr 
ity in the matter of such significations of words as appertain to Dharma 
and its accessories, And even among these people themselves we should 
accept that sense in which the word is used by one who is more learned 
and more conversant with the scriptures, in preference to those sanctioned 
by the usage of people less learned in them. 


[O. The Adhikarana interpreted differently. } 


We may take the Adhikarana as dealing with the contradictions be- 
tween Smrtis and Usage. And on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as both have their origin cqually in the Veda, the contest 
27 
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between them would be equal. Because, just as the authority of the Smrtis 
‘tis based upon the fact of their being based upon the Veda, so too is that 
“of Usage ; and as such we can perceive no difference between the two, in the 
“point of anthority. Or, we may go a step further: Usage is stronger in 
“its authority than Smrti; because its results (in the shape of actions) 
“ aro directly perceptible, as leading to equally visible results ; and certainly, 
“that authority (or means of knowledge) which is dissociated from its 
“result, becomes greatly weakened. The Vedic text, that would be the 
“basis of Usage, is perceived directly in the result; and hence, while 
“ having found a Smrti text, we would be still looking after a Vedic text 
“ to serve as its basis, the Usage, having obtained its footing long ere this, 
“will have asserted itself; and certainly when a thing has once asserted 
‘t itself, how can it be ousted P? Therefore, wo must admit either that the 
“ Usago is more authoritative than Smrti, or that both are equal in 
“authority.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But the Smrti is held to be more authoritative, because of its being 
based directly upon the scriptures ; and certainly the support of the Vedn 
is not equal in the two cases, Because the Qmrti has been compiled, in a 
proper manner, by trustworthy persons; and this fact directly leads to 
an unimpeded inference of its teachings being based upon the Veda. 
Whereas in tho case of Usage, the Usage leads to the assumption of a cor- 
roborative Smrti, which in its turn leads to that of a Vedic text in support 
of it; thus in this case the support of the Veda being one degree further 
removed, its authority becomes weakened. And certainly there is no 
single Vedic text that sanctions the authority of all Usages at once; and 
nt best the Vedic texts, supporting the Usages, are various and scattered all 
over the Veda; and as such they cannot be got hold of without the 
aid of the Smrtis; specially as such Vedic texts are not found grouped 
together in a single Adhyaiya; but they are scattered among various 
chapters, and can be got at only here and there, and that too, with 
great difficulty. 

For instance,—(1) In connection with the preparation of the sacrifi- 
cial fire, we read—‘ The sacrificer places the cake on both sides of himself, 
and hence it is that people carry the food with both hands, and then eat 
it; ” and here, though the passage itself gives reasons for the particular 
action, yet tho fact cited as reason is not very well known; and hence 
this only Jeads to the inference of a direct Injunction, in accordance with 
the argument that ‘ things are enjoined by Vedic sentences.’ Nor can it 
be urged that the passage being merely explanatory of a certain useful 
method—like the passage “ as human children having lived in the womb for 


BMATI 18 MORE AUTHORITATIVE THAN USAGE. 211 


ten months come to be born in the eleventh, so do the mules, &c., &c.” ; and 
as such it cannot point to an Injunction, because the method described is not 
necessarily calculated to fulfil any purpose. Nor can it be said to be ex- 
planatory of a well-established natural fact—as in the case of the passage 
* hence people in old age are supported by their children ” (because the 
said method of eating is not generally recognised as a well-established 
natural fact). Hence though the passage has an entiroly different meaning, 
yet the special ratiocinative style adopted serves to indirectly point to an 
Injunction of the particular method of eating. 

(2) The same process of reasoning is followed in the case of the 
passage—“ because the food is kept on the right side, therefore it is only by 
the rigth hand that one eats,’ (which though referring to a particular 
action at sacrifices, is made to point to an Injunction of tho said method 
of eating). 

(3) Similarly, too, in the passago—'the person initiated for the 
sacrifice should apply the collyrium to the right eye first, because men 
ordinarily are found to apply it to that eye first,” (which though referring 
to the sacrifice, is yet made to point to an Injunction whereby womei 
are enjoined to apply the collyrium to the right eye first). 

(4) So also with reference to the passage—“ two strings were applied 
to each post, hence it is that a man takes many wives, though a woman 
does not take more than one husband ’”’— which we find in the section 
on ‘ Yapatkddaginé ’—(which is made to point to the injunction of one 
man taking many wives, and the prohibition of one woman taking 
many husbands). 

(5) In the same manner, in the chapter on Dargapirnamfsa, passing 
over the Injunction dealing with the Agnishomiya, we read a passage 
descriptive of the fact of the third part of Indra’s sin, consequent upon 
his having killed a Braéhmana in the person of Tvashty’s son (Vrtra), 
having been relegated to women in their courses; and this description is 
made the means of pointing to the injunction of cortain observances for 
the woman in her courses, a fact which has nothing to do with the main 
subject, the Agnishomiya—these observances being sleeping upon the ground, 
not bathing, desisting from meat-euting, unguents, collyrium, spinning, washing 
of the teeth, pairing of the nails, thread-twining, and so forth, all of which 
are to be kept up for three days. 

Thus then, we find that the Vedic texts, that can be chosen out 
ns lending support to Usages, are so scattered and difficult to get at, that 
any collection of them in any single place is impossible, without the help 
of the Smytis ; and hence between the Usage and the Vedic text, we have to 
admit of au intervening agency of the Smrti. Consequently, long before the 
Usage succeeds in pointing to itscorroborative Vedictext through the Saytis, 
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the (contrary) Smrti gets at its own corroborative Vedic text, and succeeds 
in pointing out the Dharma (long before the contrary Usage has had time to 
assert its third-hand authority). 


~ 


[D. Another interpretation of the Adhikarana.] 


Such words as ‘trivrt,? ‘caru’ and ‘agvabala’ are found, in ordi- 
nary parlance, to express meanings entirely at variance with those ac- 
cepted in the Veda, and by people taking their stand upon the Veda. 
And the question arises, whether, as all authorities are equally strong in 
the matter of the significations of words, the contest between the two 
authoritics is equal, or the Vedic use has the greater authority. And on 
this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In ordinary parlance, the word ‘érivrt’ is found to mean threefold, 
“ asin tho expressions ‘trivrt rajguh,’ ‘ trivrt granthih’; whilein the Veda it 
“is used in the sense of ‘ ninefold’; as we find that after having mentioned 
“the ‘érivrt Vahishpavamana,’ the Veda speaks of it as consisting of the 
“ threefoldness of the triad of Rk verses, thus making, the nine Stotriya 
“ lik verses, the word ‘ trivrt’ thus being found to denote nine. 

“ Similarly in ordinary parlance, the word ‘cearu’ is found to be ex- 
“ pressive of the saucer, while in the Veda it is found to denote the ‘ rice.’ 
“ That is to say, people who are engaged in the performance of sacrifices are 
“always found to use the word ‘caru’ in the sense of cooked rice, which is 
“still hot, and from which the gruel has not been thrown out. In 
“the Veda, too, we find that, having spoken of the ‘Prayariya Care as 
“belonging to Aditi,’ it gocs on to lay down that ‘ Aditi is to be appeased by 
“the offering of cooked rice,’ which clearly shows that the word ‘caru? 
“is used in the sense of cooked rice. 

“ So, too, in the case of the expression ‘ agvabala-prastarah,’ it would, 
“in ordinary parlance, be explained as ‘the bedding made up of horse- 
“hair’; whereas from the Vedic passages following the expression, it is 
“clear that the word ‘ agvabdla’ is used in the sense of reed. The passage 
“in question is that which describes the event that the sacrifice took the 
“shape of the horse, and flying away from the gods, fell into the water, 
‘and when the gods took hold of the tail, the horse freed itself from their 
“ grasp and then disappeared ; and the hairs of the tail that were left in the 
“hands of the gods being thrown on the ground became what is now known 
“as the reed; and hence as the reed is so very pure (being a part of the 
“ body of the sacrifice itself), the bedding is to be made of this material. 
“ Iu the same manner, in the expression ‘atkshaviyam vidhrit,’ the word 
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“i aikshavtyam’ would ordinarily be taken to mean ‘made of sugar-cane,’ 
“while in the Veda, it means the roots of the reed. 

“ln all these cases, inasmuch as the significations are different, 
“and as both are equally well comprehended, the two meanings of the 
“words must be accepted to be optional alternatives. Though it may be 
“urged that in matters relating to Dharma, the comprehension based upon 
“the Veda has always a greater authority than that based upon ordinary 
“ parlance, yet no such superior authority is really possible; because in 
“the matter of the significations of words, the Veda does not in any way 
“differ from the other sources of verbal knowledge; for it is only in 
“ matters transcending the senses, that the Veda ig held to have a superior 
“authority. Consequently we conclude that the comprehension from both 
“ sources would be equally authoritative. 

“ Or, inasmuch as ordinary parlance always precedes a reading of the 
« Veda, it must be held to have an authority superior to that of the Veda. 
“ That is to say, we fully comprehend the sense of all ordinary expressions 
“ independently of the Veda; whereas we can never comprehend any 
“ Vedic expression without finding in it words similar to those that we 
“ have met with in ordinary parlance. Hence among Vedic uses of words 
“we can accept only those that are not contrary to ordinary usage ; 
“ because when they transgress the limits of such parlance, they are never 
“ properly comprehended. 

“The clause—‘ because we do not perccive any contradiction among 
“ them’—refers to the absence of contradiction among the words employed 
“in ordinary usage. As for the passage quoted above—‘ the sacrifice 
“ bocame the horse, &c,’—in support of the Vedic sense, itis an Arthardda ; 
“and as such, cannot be admitted as a means of arriving at the real moan- 
“ings of words; firstly, because all Arthavddas have an entiroly different 
“ purpose; and as such they can at best have only an indirect secondary 
“ bearing upon the matter in question; secondly, because all Arthavadas 
“have their sole purpose in the accomplishment of the attractiveness of a 
“ certain course of action; as we find in the case of such of them as—‘ tho 
“ post is the sun,’ ‘the sacrificer is stone,’ ‘the Ahavaniya fire is the 
“ Heaven,’ and so forth; and thirdly, because they have no action in the 
“ matter of the creation and explanation of the expressiveness of words and 
“meanings. For, if the meanings of words were to be accepted according 
“ to the Arthavdda (‘ the sacrificer is stone’ for instance), there would be 
“a direct contradiction of the Injunction (as whenever an action will be 
“ enjoined as to be performed by the‘ Sacrificer,’ we would represent the 
“action as done by a piece of stone). Hence the clause—‘ because we do 
“ not perceive any contradiction, &c.’—-may be taken to mean that, in- 
“ asmuch as we do not find the aforesaid contradiction of the Injunction, at 
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“ the actual performance of the sacrifice (i.e., as we do not find a piece of 
“ stone substituted in place of the sacrificer) we conclude that Arthavadas 
“cannot be accepted as regulating the significations of words. 

“On the point at issue, our position is supported by such authors as 
“ Manu and others, who speak of the ‘cotton sacred thread of the Brāh- 
“maņa being threefold (trivrt), with a threefold (trivrt) knot.’ 

“ Hence we conclude that if not stronger, the ordinary Usage cannot 
“ bo denied to be equal in authority to the Veda.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: That signification of the word 
which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly the more authoritative; 
because the knowledge of Dharma, which consists of certain means and con- 
sequences, is gained by means of the scriptures alone. Even the significa- 
tion of words that is based upon the Arthavdda is stronger in author- 
ity than ordinary usage ; because the particular Arthavada (describing thd 
fact of the sacrifice having become a horse, &c., &c.), has no other purpose 
save that of explaining the particular meaning of the word ‘ agvabdlah.’ 
If a certain signification is once adopted in the Veda, whether it be 
secondary or primary, it is only that which can be accepted as the means 
of accomplishing Dharma. 

As for the word ‘trirré’ when it has been tised in the Veda in thé 
sense of the nine Stotriya Rk verses, who can set aside this meaning, even 
if he were to be born a hundred times? Hence whenever we meet with 
the expression ‘ érivyt Agnishtoma,’ we must accept the word in the sense 
inparted to it by the Veda. Similarly, though the word ‘ stoma, —in such 
ordinary expressions as ‘ Brahmanastoma’—is found to signify a group, yet 
in the case of such words as ‘ stoma,’ ‘ trivrt,’ aud the like, we cannot but 
reject their ordinary significations; because (1) we find the Veda making 
such declarations, as ‘the stoma is trivrt, (threefold), ‘the stoma is 
fifteenfold’ ; (2) the persons versed in sacrifices have laid down that stoma 
is the measure or limit of the prayer; and (3) we find the grammarians 
Jaying down the rule that the affix ‘da’ is added to the word ‘stoma,’ 
simply for the sake of its connection with the words ‘ fifteen’ and the like 
(which distinctly shows that the word ‘stoma’ is to be taken as denoting’ 
the threefold or fifteenfold measure of the Prayer). 

As for the declaration of Manu that has been cited in the Purvapaksha, 
as the assertions of human beings depend upon those significations that 
are founded upon ordinary usage, as also upon those adopted in the Veda, it 
is not to be wondered at that Manu has used a word in the ordinary popular 
sense. Or, even in that passage the word ‘ trivrt’ may be taken in the sensè 
of ‘ninefold’; specially because, as a matter of fact, each thread of the sacied 
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thread is actually made up of nine-fold threads. The same may also be said 
in the case of the ‘ériert’ character of the string (which may be held to be 
ninefold). Or, we may have recourse to the reasoning that, inasmuch as 
when the word ‘ trivrt’ has been found to be used in the sense of ‘ nine’ with 
reference to the Stotriyd verses, it can be used only in such cases where 
thore is a possibility of the number nine ; in cases whore the object referred 
to has a different number, we can admit the Vedic signification to be second- 
ary, and the popular signification to be the primary one; and in such cases, 
inasmuch as the popular signification is the primary one, we should accept 
this in preference to the Vedic sense,—a point that we shall explain in detail 
in the following Sūtra (the 10th). 

In the same manner, the word ‘caru’ having its unreasonable multi- 
farious expressiveness barred, it comes to be restricted to a single meaning; 
and this single meaning is necessarily accepted to be ‘ cooked rice,’ which 
is sanctioned by the Veda as well as by the usage of persons versed in tho 
sacrificial science. 

As forthe words ‘ dgvabdlah’ and ‘ aikshavi,’ inasmuch as their signi- 
fications of ‘reed’ and ‘ the root of the reed’ respectively, belong to the 
words conventionally taken as independent wholes (apart from any idea of 
their component parts), and are sanctioned by the usage of the Veda, they 
cannot but be admitted to have an authority greater than that of the ordinary 
popular meanings, which are based upon the significations of the com- 
ponent parts of the words (which are admitted by all to be weaker than 
the significations that are based upon convention through and through). 
And from this, too, we conclude the signification sanctioned by the Veda 
to have a greater authority than that of popular signification. 

In the case of the ‘ Cyéna’ sacrifice which has been compared to the 
Cyéna bird, though the word ‘ Cyéna’ in this connection cannot but be held 
to have been accepted as the name of the sacrifice, only by secondary or 
indirect signification, yet it is this secondary signification (of fhe name of 
the sacrifice) that is accepted, in such passages as ‘ the other procedures 
are exactly like those of { 10 Gyéna’; where the word ‘ Cyéna’ is taken to 
mean the Çyëna sacrifice, though it is the secondary figurative meaning ; 
simply because as sanctioned by the scriptures, it cannot but be accepted as 
of greater authority, in matters relating to Dharma. 

Even though the signification is an indirect and secondary one, yet it 
is the more authoritative; because as sanctioned by the Veda, it cannot by 
any means be set aside. A meaning that is accepted by the Veda can 
never be set aside by anyone, no matter whether it be the secondary or the 
indirect one, or got at by a splitting of the sentence. 

Nor can the Adhikarana, as thus explained, be said to be a mere repe- 
tition of what is going to be explained under the Stra 1—iv—29 ; because 
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in the case treated of here, there is no doubt with regard to any of the two 
significations considered. That is to say, just as there is no doubt with 
regard to the popular signification being correct with regard to its own 
objects, so too there is none with regard to the Vedic signification ; and 
hence there is every likelihood of the latter being set aside by the former 
(whereas the Sūtra I—iv—29 deals with cases of doubtful significations of 
words). 

For these reasons, we conclude that it is the signification based 
upon the scriptures that has the superior authority; and it does not 
resemble stray popular usages, which are scattered far apart, and often 
‘mixed (with mistakes and inaccuracies). 


E ONANI NAT ONITE AE a ee O ee 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[Treating of the authority of words as used by the Mlécchas. ] 


Sutra Qo). (The word used by the Mleccha) should be 
recognised as sanctioned by the Veda, because there is no contra- 
diction of any authority. 


There are certain words (used even in the Veda) that are not in uso 
among tho people of Arydvarta: (1) And we now proceed to considor 
whether or not we should accept the meaning that is given to thom by 
the Mlécchas. (2) The second point for consideration is whether greater 
authority is to be attached to the meaning that may be got out of the 
etymological or grammatical roots and bases of these words, or to that which 
is sanctioned by usage among the Mlécchas. Even though the authority 
of the supporters of the latter is distinctly weaker, yet it appears to bo 
more authoritative ; because of the fact of the conventional meaning of 
the word as a whole being admittedly more authoritative (than that 
which is got at grammatically or etymologically). And we have now got 
to consider the point as to, between the weakness of the supporters and 
the inheront strength of tho word itself, which should carry the greater 
weight. (3) The third point that will have to be considered, in connec- 
tion with this, is whether greater authority attaches to the meaning got 
at through the etymological and grammatical basis of the word, as being 
the one sanctioned by the scriptures, or is it the less authoritative, as 
being due to the breaking up of the component parts of the word. 

Thus then, there being many doubtful points on tho subject, we have 
the following— 

PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The meaning got from the etymological and grammatical bases has 

“ a greater authority; because even though this would be a newly assumed 

“ meaning, yet, as being based upon (grammatical) scriptures, it cannot but 

“ be held to have a greater authority. For certainly, it is better to accept 

“the authority of that which has a propor basis, evon though it he one 
28 
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“ that has got to be newly assumed, than that of one which, though well- 
‘established, is faulty in its origin. 

“ How could words occurring in the Veda be taken in the sense that 
“ is recognised only among the Mlécchas ? Specially when the very sight 
“ of a Mléccha, makes us stop our recitation of the Veda. Nor is it allow- 
“able for the people of Aryavarta to have a conversation or consultation 
“ with the Mléccha; and hence how could we ever come to know the 
" sense in which any word may be current among them ? 

“ Thus then, not knowing any usage sanctioning a particular mean- 
‘“‘ing of a word, the person (that would depend upon the usage of the 
‘“‘Mlécchas) would have to seek after such usage among all Mléccha coun- 
“ tries; and there would be nothing left to be done by the commentaries 
“ (upon the Veda). And then, too, the countries inhabited by the Mlécchas 
“ being innumerable, how could one succeed in getting at all their usages ? 
“ And if any such usage were not found with regard to any particular 
“word, the signification of that word would always remain doubtful; and 
“certainly it would scarcely be possible for us to ascertain the endless 
“ usages of the innumerable countries of the Mlécchas. 

“ And (not finding such usage with regard to any word) if we were to 
“ deduce a meaning from the roots of the word, by the help of the commen- 
“ taries and grammars, this would come to be set aside and rejected, if after 
“two or three days, a contrary usage of the Mlécchas happened to be found 
“out. 

“On the other hand, if we totally reject the authority of the usages of 
“the Mlécchas, then it would be quite practicable to hunt up usages (with 
“rogard to the signification of a word) in Aryavarta itself; and this 
“ being a single country limited within reasonable bounds, the existence or 
“ non-existence of a usage, would be easily found out in a short time; and 
“thereby the commentaries, &., also would come to have their use in the 
“ pointing out of meanings (with regard to which we could not find any 
“ usage). Thusthen, for the sake of the usefulness of these commentaries, 
“ &c., it becomes a necessity to reject the authority of the usages of the 
“ Mlécchas. 

“And again, inasmuch as the Mlécchas are found to have no regard 
“ for Dhurma, it is just possible that they may have distorted the meanings 
“ of words, exactly as they are found to have distorted the forms of words, 
“ because we do not find a single sanskrita (or correct) word in use among 
“ them. 

“ Though there are a fow words in use among them that appear like 
“ sanskrita words, yet these are found to be used in senses other than 
“ those recognised by us; and as even these are used without the noces- 
“sary affixes, &., they are not properly expressivo; and as such they 
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“can never be held to have any real denotation. Even when an Arya 
“ attempts to find traces of his own (sanskrita) words among those of the 
“ Mlēcchas, he can only find them by grouping together the letters of two 
“ different words (e.g., in ‘a custom,’ they find the sanskria word ‘ čka’); and 
“ sometimes he finds therein his own words, either a little too short, or one 
“ too long. 

“ As for example, in the Dravida language, though all words are used 
“as ending in the consonant, yet the Aryas are found to assumein them 
“ the affixes, &c., that can be appended only to words ending in vowels, 
“and thence make the words give a sense, in accordance with their own 
“ (sanskria), language. For instance, when the Dravidas call ‘rice,’ 
‘Secor,’ the Arya reads in it his own word ‘cora’ (thief), and comprehends 
“the meaning accordingly. And when the Dravidas call the road ‘ atar, 
“ he reads it as ‘atarah,’ and declares that as the road is difficult to cross, 
“it is really ‘atara’ (uncrossable). Similarly they call the snake ‘ pap,’ 
“and he takes it as ‘ papa’ (evil), and argues that the snake is really an 
“ evil animal, So, too, in the case of the word ‘mal’ which they use in 
“the sense of the woman, the word is taken as ‘mala. The word 
“air, used by them in the sense of the stomach, is taken as ‘vaira’ 
“ (enemy); and the use is justified on the ground of the hungry man 
“ being capable of doing many sinful deeds, which proves that the stomach 
“igs an enemy of the man. 

“ Thus then, when the Arya stands in need of such groundless assump- 
“ tions, even in the case of the words current among the Dravidas (who 
“inhabit a part of Aryavarta itself),—how could we ever reasonably 
“« deduce sanskrita words from those current among such distant peoples 
‘Cas the Parsis, the Barbaras (Barbarians), the Yavanas (Greeks), the Rau- 
“ makas (Romans), and the like. 

“ Hence we conclude that those words of the Mlécchas that are accept: 
“ed (or used) by the Aryas can never be fully trusted in the ascertain- 
“ ment of words or their meanings. While those meanings, that are got 
‘from the etymological or grammatical bases of the words—‘ pika, 
‘6 ¢néma,’ and the like—, can be the only true ones.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, we make the following reply: Even among the Mlécchas, 
if we find the word used by them to be exactly the one found in the 
Veda, we cannot but accept the sense that is imparted to it by them 
(in cases where the word is entirely foreign to our own vocabulary). 
As for the distorted forms of words, however, that are current in 
various dialects, as there have been many modifications, we cannot 
easily discern the real from the unreal. But when we find a certain word, 
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‘pika’ for instance, used in the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, and then 
subsequently we find exactly the same word current among the Mlécchas 
used by them as having a certain definite signification,—we can accept 
the word to have the same meaning in the Veda also; specially as such 
signification is not contrary to any other authority. 

That is to say, in the case of such words as\“ pika,” “nema,” and 
the like, when met with in the Veda, in connection with certain sacri- 
fices, when the matter is duly pondered over, if a person happens to be 
conversant with the two languages, he finds that the words are used 
in a certain sense among the Mlécchas; and from this he can reasonably 
take them in the same sense in the Veda also; specially when such inter- 
protation is not against the authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma. 


(The 2nd interpretation of the Sutra). And again, the action of man 
being dependent upon his comprehension of the relation between the 
meanings and the words (used in the Injunction addressed to him), it is 
quite reasonable for him, with a view to the correct comprehension of the 
sontence, to have recourse to any usage that he may come across. Hence 
in the case of the words ‘ pika, &c., the sense, in which we find them used 
by tho Mlécchas, not being against any authorities, must be admitted to be 
pointed out by the Veda itself. 


(The 3rd intepretation of the Sutra). The word ‘coditam’ (laid down, 
pointed out) may be taken with ‘pramanéna,’ i.e. ‘védéna,’ (by the authority 
of the Veda); and the meaning then would be that, inasmuch as such 
usage of the Mléccha is pointed out by the Veda, it can very well be 
accopted, specially as it is not against the Aryas, who actually stand in 
need of somo such usage (for the proper understanding of certain Vedic 
texts). 

Just as when such words as ‘loma’ (hair) are used in the Veda, the 
priests themselves do not quite understand what the word exactly 
denotes; and they ascertain its exact meaning only by referring to such 
people (always of the lowest classes) as are always engaged in kill- 
ing animals (whose authority is accepted on the point as unimpeach- 
able). In the same manner, it is laid down in the Veda, that at 
the ‘Nishadéshti,’ it is only a false coin that can be given as the final 
gift; and the point, as to whether or not any particular coin is false, is 
decided on the sole authority of persons (always of very low character) 
who carry on a business in such coins. Exactly in the same manner, 
when we find such words as ‘pitka, ‘néma,’ ‘ t@marasa,’ used in the Veda, 
and find that we cannot ascertain their meaning either from the Veda 
itself or from the usages of the Aryas, we can certainly accept the meanings 
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imparted to them by the Mlécchas. Specially as such acceptance would 
be quite in keeping with our own authority; as it would not be 
contrary to our theory that the eternal significations of eternal words 
can be ascertained by means of the usages of men (and certainly the 
Mlécchas are also men). 

It has been argued above that the scripture being stronger in its 
authority the usage of the Mléccha cannot be accepted. But this is 
scarcely correct ; because when there is no contradiction, there is no harm 
in accepting the weaker; that alone is to be totally rejected which, on 
the very face of it, is distinctly untrue, and incapable of any support, 
exactly like the perception of the mirage and the like. And that (Usago 
of the Mléccha),-which is rejected as unauthoritative on the solo ground 
of its being contrary to the stronger authority (of the Veda or of Arya 
usage),—cannot but be accepted as authoritative, when there is no such 
contradiction. And certainly wo can find no contradiction in the case 
of tho words ‘ pika, &c., with regard to which we know of no other usage 
(among the Aryas) that could be contradictod. 

It is for this very reason that in the case of the meaning of Vedic 
sentences, we can assert the superior authority of only such usages of tho 
learned Aryas as are bearing upon the words and objects in question. 
That is to say, it is only when there is a usage among the Aryas, that wo 
accept it as of superior authority ; and the assertion of such authority in the 
absonce of the usage itself would be exactly like a description of the strength 
of the son of a barren woman. For instance, in the case of the Smrti 
passages dealing with the Ashtaka, &c., which relate to things transcenden- 
tal, and have their origin in the Veda,—as also in the case of the words 
‘cow,’ &c., and their meanings,—it is true that the Aryas are more trust- 
worthy and more competent. But in the case of the words ‘pika’ and 
the like, all that the Arya usage does, is to point out that they are words 
expressive of certain meanings, without hinting anything as to what these 
meanings are; and it is here that tho operation of the Arya usage ceases; 
consequently, then, we ascertain these meanings from the usages of the 
Mlécchas,—these usages too, like the words, being such as pertain to the 
relations of words and meanings, based upon a beginningless use of the words 
for the purpose of the accomplishment of the comprehension of visible 
objects. And in this there is no contradiction of any higher authority ; 
on the other hand, a distinctly useful purpose (in the shape of the under- 
standing of the Vedic text) is served. 

As for the commentaries, &c., we do not find them pointing out any 
other meanings of the words in question, which would serve our purpose 
(of understanding the Veda), and thereby enable us to reject the usages of 
others (viz., the Mlécchas). And there can be no doubt that a usage that 
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is already well-established is more authoritative than that which is newly 
assumed; and hence, so Jong as we have the former, there can be no room 
for the latter. 

As for the comparative strength of the upholders of different usages 
(viz, the Mlécchas and the Aryas), the superior authority of the latter 
has been laid down only in matters relating to Dharma directly ; as for the 
ordinary worldly things, such as agriculture and the like, all usages 
are equally authoritative. Consequently, in matters relating to menial 
service, house-building, and the like, we can freely admit the superior 
authority of the Mlécchas. 

In matters relating to the correct forms of words, however, we find 
that the Mlécchas are not very expert, and as such likely to be gradually 
losing the correct forms; and hence now no longer able to discern the 
correct from the incorrect. But if a certain word happens to retain 
its original correct form, even in their usage, this use of theirs would be as 
eternally traditional as any words in Arya usage; and as such how could 
he set them aside? Specially in the cases of such words as ‘patrorna’ 
(a silken or jute fabric), ‘vdravina’ (armour) and the like, as these 
articles are produced only in the Mléccha countries, if they did not point 
out what they meant, how could we comprehend the words ? 

Hence, we conclude that the usage of the Mléccha cannot be held to be 
of an inferior authority. 

As for the Nirukta and other commentaries, &c., they operate only in 
connection with well-established facts and things, and that, too, only by 
means of such established things and facts: and they cannot function 
towards such objects as are not established (or known). That is to say, 
all that the Niruktas do, is to explain the words that are already in use 
among the people; and these too are explained only as pertaining to certain 
actions denoted by the roots, &c., that constitute the words. And all that 
Grammar does is to point out the correct forms of only such words as have 
their significations fully known; and it is only once in a way that the 
meaning of a word is pointed out. And as such, these two (the Nirukta 
and Grammar) cannot serve to set aside an usage, even though weaker, 
when dealing with subjects other than their own specified ones (explained 
above). 

In the case of a word, where we fail to find any usage, however much 
we search for it, we would be forced to have recourse to an assumption of 
its meaning, by means of the ctymological explanations afforded by the 
Nirukta, &c. Though such assumptions would be confused and in diverse 
forms, and as such giving rise to many doubts, yet when there are no other 
means at our disposal, we cannot but have recourse to them. 

Nor can it be urged that, inasmuch as the Nirukta, &c., would not 
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help in pointing out the meanings of words, they would be useless. Because 
they have their ase in helping in the proper accomplishment of sacrifices; 
which is possible only by means of a knowledge of the Veda with all its 
subsidiary sciences. For instance, we read in the Mahabharata: ‘‘ Being 
great aud relating tothe family of Bharata, this work is called the ‘Maha- 
bharata’; and one who knows this signification of the word, becomes freed 
from all sins.” 

And (1) inasmuch as the accomplishment of such results as Heaven 
and the like are brought about by means of only such actions as are per- 
formed with a full knowledge of them, derived from the Veda as aided 
by its six subsidiary sciences, the Nirukta and the like ;—and (2) as even 
though the forms of the words themselves are known, yet the real 
transcendental results do not follow, until one has duly comprehended the 
sentence with the help of a due cognition of the meanings of words, 
as pointed out by the component roots, &c., which are explained in 
the Nirukta,—we conclude that even with regard to the comprehension 
of such words (‘ pika, &c.), as are used among the Mlécchas only, the 
Nirukta, &c., are not without their use (which lies in the helping towards 
the proper accomplishment of the transcendental results). 


ON OLN Oe PNT TN PR RK Ne 


ADHIKARANA (7). 
THERE 18 NO INDEPENDENT AUTHORITATIVENESS IN THE KALPASOTRAS. 


Sutra (11). If it be urged that “they constitute the science of 
rituals.”— 


With reference to the Kalpasitras, we proceed to consider the following 
points :— 

(A) Whether, like the Veda, the Kalpasitras are self-sufficient in their 
authority, or are they, like the Mantras and the Braihmanas, a part of the 
Veda itself? (This inquiry is necessary, because) the case of these Stras 
is not identical with the Smrti, inasmuch as they are mere compilations 
of what is directly laid down in the Veda. 

Question: What are Kalpas ? And what are the Sūtras ? 

The answer is that the Kalpas arc those treatises that point out the 
methods of sacrifices, in the form of well-established regulations ; and the 
Kalpasiitvas are those that serve to point them out. They aro called 
‘ Kalpas’ because of their laying down (kalpanāt) of the sacrificial proce- 
dure, and thereby helping in the accomplishment of sacrifices; and the 
Nütras are so called, because of their pointing out (sticandt) the said proce- 
duro. Inasmuch as, with regard to each sacrifice, the Kalpas themselves 
lay down the rules of procedure, they appear in the form of the bare state- 
ment of facts (without any explanations or embellishments), as we find to 
bo actually the case,in the works compiled by Baudhayana, Varaha, 
Macaka and others. While the Sūtras serve to explain the technical uses 
of words, and thereby to differentiate between general rules and excep- 
tions; and they contain arguments and instances (in support of what they 
lay down) ; hence it is only that which fulfils these conditions that can be 
called a ‘ Sūtra’; such are the works compiled by Agvaliyana, Vaijavapi, 
Drahyayani, Latiya, and Katyayana. 

[A] And there is a great difference between the status of the Kalpa- 
sutras and that of the ordinary Smrtis; because, while the former lay down 
the rules of sacrificial procedure exactly as are pointed out in the Vedic 
texts that are directly availablo, the latter are compilations based presump- ° 
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ably upon such Vedic texts as have become lost, and whose existence 
can at best be only inferred ; and for this reason the authority of the Kdlpa- 
siitras could not be made dependent entirely upon the arguments that 
have been brought forward ina previous Adhikarana in support of the 
authority of the Smrtis. 

Firstly, because in that Adhikarana, the Pirvapaksha, as contained in the 
first Sutra of this Pada, bases its arguments upon the fact of the Smrtis not 
being based upon the Veda; and this could not be urged against the Kalpa- 
sūtras; because texts in support of these are directly available in the Veda ; 
and for this reason they cannot be said to be devoid of Vedic authority. 
And secondly, because the Pérvapaksha cannot declare these Sitras to be 
absolutely false, as it does in the case of the Smrtis. In the Adhikarana on 
Smriti, the Pdérvapaksha having urged the unauthoritative character of 
the Smrytis on the ground of their having no basis in the Veda, the 
Siddhanta has established their authority as being based upon assumed 
Vedic texts (see above), And the Kalpasitras have not been included there 
advisedly; because the arguments of that Pūrvapaksha are not applicable 
to them (as they cannot be said to be ‘ agabda,’ ‘non-Vedic’). 

Then again, in the present Adhikarana also, we are not going 
to prove the authoritativeness of these Sütras, (because thore can be 
no doubt as to that) ; all that we proceed to prove is the fact that they have 
no authority of their own, as apart from that of the Veda. 


[B] Or, wo may admit that the former Adhikarana also rofers to the 
Kalpasiiras; and the present ono applies to the Smrlis also; because these 
latter too havo no independent authority of their own. (The former Adhi- 
karana may be taken to have established the authoritative character of the 
Smrtis, as also of the Kalpasitras, and the present proving the fact of none 
of theso two having an authority apart from the Veda). 

Now then, if the Smrtis be admitted to have any authority in matters 
relating to Dharma, then they would either become the Veda itself, or be 
equal to the Veda in authority; and as such they could be said to have an 
authority of their own, independently of, inferred corroborative Vedic texts, 


[C]. Or, by the word ‘prayogagdstra’ we can take the subsidiary 
sciences of (Çikshä, &c). And these may be considered equal to the Veda; 
specially as the Gmytis have spoken of them as being the Veda: “The 
name Veda is applied to the Mantra and the Brahmana, and some people 
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apply it to all the six subsidiary sciences,” where it is clearly stated that 
the subsidiary sciences are also called the ‘Veda.’ And hence, the convic- 
tion might very well arise, that these also are the Veda, having an 
independent authority of their own. And for these reasons, it becomes 
absolutely necessary to consider the matter from a different standpoint. 


[D]. Or, the Adhikarana may be taken altogether differently, as 
dealing with the scriptures of the Bauddhas. The character of the Smrti 
having been denied to them (in a previous Adhtkarana), they may be 
taken as similar to tho various recensions of the Veda; and this notion 
has got to be set aside. The Bauddhas are found to declare thus: 
“Tho scriptures of the Bauddha being taken either as composed in 
accordance with facts, or as not being a product (of human agency) at all, 
there can be no doubt as to the eternal character of the Dharma as 
delincated in them.” Thus, then, if these Bauddha scriptures come to be 
as cternal as the Veda, then even those Dharmas (Duties) that are 
laid down in them would be such as have the Veda for their sole authority 
(which has been laid down as the sole characteristic of our idea of Dharma, 
which is quite contrary to that of the Banddhas). And thus one (the 
Bauddha scripture) who was not allowed by the armed wardens of Smrté 
to enter into the village (of Dharma) would now enter it by the open 
highway (of the Veda). 

Thus, then, all the above four questions being capable of being dealt 
with together, the inquiry that is carried on with special reference to the 
Kalpasitras would apply to all others ; and it is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has cited the Kalpasitras only. 


On tho question of the status of the Kalpasitras, we havo the following— 
PURVAPAKSHA. 
[A]. Kalpasūtras. 


“ There is nodoubt that the Kalpasitras constitute the science of 
“ Rituals, and as such tho character of the Veda can never be denied to them. 
“ Or, they may be taken as entirely independent of the Veda, having an 
“ authority of their own, as the Veda itself has sanctioned their authority 
‘in matters relating to Dharma. Or, they may be taken as the Veda itself, 
“on the ground of there being many points of agreement between them 
“and the Veda, 
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“Tt may be argued that, on account of their having been composed by 
“ human authors, they can be admitted neither to be the Veda itself, nor 
“to be equal to the Veda in authority, But we can prove the fact of their 
“ being independent of human agency, exactly as we have done with regard 
“to the Veda ; the names of ‘ Macaka’ and the rest (as pertaining to the 
“ Kalpasiitras) may be explained on the same grounds as the names 
“<: Kathaka,’ &c., as pertaining to the Veda. That is to say, just as the 
“ Vedic texts repeated by Katha having come to be known by the name of 
“* Kathaka,’ the application of tho name does not debar us from proving 
“the eternality of these texts; in the same manner, we could also hold the 
“ eternality of the Kalpasūtras that have only been repeated by Maçaka and 
“others. Or, just as in the case of the different Samas, even though each 
“* of them is called after a distinct Rshi, that does not serve to deprive them 
“of their eternality ; so, in the same manner, the fact of the Kalpasiitras 
“ being called after certain persons cannot deprive them of theirs. 

“ Because, even in the case of the Kalpasitras, we do not find any men- 
“tion of authors that are not Rshis; and as for the authorship of Rshis, 
“it 18 a fact common to these Saéras and tho Veda. For instance, we read 
“ with regard to the mantra called Çaiçava : ‘It is called Çaiçava, because 
“ Angiras wasa child, and yet an author among the composers of the 
‘“ mantra ’—where it is clear that the word ‘composer’ or ‘author’ means 
“< one who used’ ( Angiras having brought the particular mantra into use). 
“In the same manner, the word ‘author’ as applicd to the compilers of 
“ the Kalpasiitras may be taken as signifying ‘one who uses.’ 

“Jn connection with the injunction of the daily duties of tho 
“ Brahmana, we read (in the Veda):—‘ knowing this, the Brahmanashould 
“ read the Veda’; and then proceeding to lay down the details of this 
“study, the passage continues— ‘ he should read the Rk, the Yajush, 
“ the Sama, tho Brahmanas, the Itihasas and Purāņas, the Kalpas’; and as 
“ this passage distinctly lays down the Kalpas as to be read every day like 
“the Veda, it is clear that they too are Arsha (a name applied to Vedic 
“ mantras); specially as it is absolutely impossible for any works of ordi- 
“ nary men to be mentioned in an eternal ( Vedic) injunction as accomplish- 
“ing a certain Dharma by means of its study. 

“ Then again, (1) because some of the Brahmanas too—those of the 
“ Aruna and the Paragara Caikhaés—are in the form of Kalpas; (2) because 
“ persons learned in the sacrifices accept these Brahmanas to have exactly 
“the same authority as the Kalpas belonging to the Cakhds other than 
“ their own; and (3) because a few mantras that are mentioned in the 
“ Kalpas are actually employed at sacrifices, exactly like the mantras of the 
“other Cakhis,—we cannot but accept the Kalpas to be equal tothe Veda 
“ in authority. 
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“Then, again, the word ‘drshéya’ is accepted as synonymous with 
“ ‘eternal; ’ and all the Kalpās are known as ‘ārshēya ;’ (and this also points 
" to their eternal character). 

“ The authors of the Kalpasttras too—such as Lati and Drahyayani— 
“while dealing with the authority of the Kalpas, have declared that 
“the Magaka Kalpa is found to lay down that which is directly percep- 
“tible; and as such being an Grsha, it does not stand in need of the 
“assumption of corroborative texts; this shows that they have 
“admitted the authority of the Arsha Kalpa to be superior to the 
“ injunctions contained in the Brahmanas. Kātyāyana also, in the section 
“dealing with the Lakshanasiéira, has declared, in the closing sentences 
“of the section on the hymns laid down in the Brahmanas as to 
“bo sung at the sacrifices, —'we will not act according to the 
“ injunctions of the Brahmanas as apart from the Kalpas, as we will, in 
“ accordance with those contained in the Magaka Kalpa.’ So, too, in connec- 
“tion with the Prdyaniya Sama sung at the Agnishtoma, it is laid down 
“in the Pancavinga-Braihmana that thero is an option between the 
“ Vajnadyajniya and the Jarabodhtya Samas; hence either the one or the 
“other may be sung; but under the Siira ‘ Jarasat, Katytyana has laid 
“down that the Jardbodhiya Sama is to be sung as the third from the 
“ Gayatra Sama, as occurring among the seven Sdmas that constitute the 
“ Arbhava Hymn (and have nothing to do with the Prayaniya). In connec- 
“tion with the Arbhava Hymn, the Sama that appears next after tho 
“ Qayatra, has been named by him ‘Sam;’ and next after this he men- 
“ tions the Jarabodhtya referred to by him by quoting a part of the first 
“word of this Sama; while by means of the word ‘dhé,’ which is the 
“name ofthe Agnishtoma Sdéma in connection with the Jyotishtoma, it has 
“beon shown that it is the Yajnayajniya alone that is held to be the 
“Sama belonging to the Agnishtoma. And certainly, if Katyaéyana would 
“ have considered the Brahmana to be superior to the Kalpa, he should 
“ unhesitatingly have accepted the option that is distinctly laid down 
‘in the Brahmana. 

“ And certainly tho rule, that has been laid down by such a person 
“as Katyayana, who is known to have been learned in many Vedas, can 
“ nover be declared to be illogical, by people like ourselves (who have not 
“studied a single Veda fully). Evon the Veda itself has declared the 
“ unimpeachable authority of the declarations of great teachers; and certainly 
“ the authors of the Subsidiary Sciences were all ‘ great teachers.’ 

“ Again, just as all rescensions of the Veda are admitted to be equal 
“in their authority, on the ground of their agreeing with one another,— 
‘in the same manner, and on the same ground, we could accept the Kalpa- 
“ sutras to be equal to the Veda, in authority. 
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“ Even the assertions of untrustworthy persons are accepted as 
“true, when found to be corroborated by other means of knowledge; how, 
“ then, can it be denied in tho case of the assertions of persons universally 
“held to be truthful ? specially when the assertions of such persons, aro 
“found to be in keeping with those in the Veda, and thercby ascertained 
“to be trae, —who can reasonably declare otherwise ? 

“And again, as a matter of fact, we find the persons learned in 
“ sacrifices to be performing sacrifices by the help of the Kalpas, even 
“ without (any knowledge of) the Veda; while with the help of the Mantra 
“and Brahmana portions of the Veda, without that of the Kalpas, they 
“aro never able to perform any, 

“The authority of long-established tradition, too, is equal in the two 
“cases of the Mantra and the Kalpa, as is shown by the details laid 
“down in connection with the injunction of Vedic study,—the sentence 
‘“‘above quoted containing the name of the Kalpas, together with those 
“of the Muntra, the Brahmana and the rest. And the agents of tradition 
“ (i.e. the genteel people of our own day), as also the students of the 
“ Veda, are found to be making as great efforts to learn the Kalpasiiras, 
“as they do in that of the Mantra and the Brahmana. 

“ As the uses of the different portions of the Veda keep on continu- 
“ously revolving, like the moving of a pulley, no Veda is held to be 
« complete in all its parts, without the Kalpasitras. 

“ Hence, we conclude that this science of Rituals, the Kalpasitras, Sc., 
“ must be either the Veda itself, or equal to the Veda in authority. 


[B and C]. Kalpasitras and Smrtis. 

“The above arguments would also prove that the character of 
“the Veda belongs to the ordinary Smrtis, as also to the six Subsidiary 
“ Sciences; or these too, like the Kalpasttras, may be held to be equal 
“to it in authority. How can any person knowing the Veda deny the 
“ character of the science or Scripture Method to such Smrtis as have al- 
“ ways been known as Dharmagastra (scripture of Dharma)? Specially as 
“the Vedas, its six Subsidiary Sciences, and the Dharmacastras, aro all 
“counted together, by persons knowing the Veda, as constituting the 
“ Fourteen Sciences. 

“And further, just as we find Mantras pointing to the actions laid 
“down in the Brahmanas, s9 also we find Mantras pointing to those laid 
‘down in the Dharmacadstras—snch as the Ashtakd and the like. In the 
“same manner, such pennances,—as the performance of the Avakirini 
“sacrifice, the Krcchra, the Candrayana and the like,—hbeing distinctly 
“ pointed out by Vedic Mantras, how can they be said to be contrary to 
“the Veda? Then again, the description in the Mantras of the young 
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“ Brahmana boy as being without his Cikha, which speaks of the absendo 
“of his Gikhd as a well-ostablished fact, cannot but be taken as authorising 
“ the tonsure of the Brahmana, which is clearly enjoined in the Smrtis ; and as 
“such how could this tonswre ceremony be said to be contrary to the Veda P 

“Thus then, why should we seek to assume Vedic texts in support 
“of the Smrti injunctions, when these latter themselves can be accepted 
“either as Veda itself, or equal to it in authority. If we have to assumea 
“ Vedic text, the fact of the injunction being based upon the Veda would 
“make it necessary for us to accept the injunction as eternal; and cer- 
“tainly it is much better to assert its eternality, just as it is found in the 
“ Smrti, without calling in the intermediate aid of the Vedic text. And 
“certainly, the Smyrti-injunctions being themselves well-established facts, 
“it is far easier to admit them to be eternal in themselves; or they may 
“be accepted to bo Veda itself, on the ground of their dealing with the 
“ the same subjects as the Veda. 

“Consequently then, inasmuch as we do not find any beginning of 
“these Smriis, even during thousands of years, wo cannot admit them to 
“bo non-eternal, but based upon an eternal basis. Because, as a 
“ matter of fact, it is far more reasonable to assume that the texts as we 
“find them in the Smrtis are tlie very same that we assume to be present 
“in the Veda (and this does away with the assumption of a different text 
“for each Smrét-injunction). 

“ And it stands to reason that, while laying down their teachings for the 
“sake of students learned in the Veda, Manu and others could not but 
“have brought forward the direct texts of the Vedas themselves. Conse- 
“quently, it would appear that these authors, in their compilations, havo 
“only brought together the Vedic texts themselves. For in the presence of 
“the Vedic texts (whose existence all partics admit), who could accept their 
“counterparts (as put together in the Smrtis) P 

“Then again, inasmuch as we do not find any counterparts of the 
“ Dharmagastras composed, even till now, we cannot admit the composition 
“of any counterparts of the Vedas. It may be argued that Manu and others 
“did not bring together the Vedic texts themselves, for, in so doing, they 
“ would have disturbed the continuity of the verbal text of the Veda; but 
“by arguing on these lines, we would have to admit that they did not 
“compose the Smrtis. Because when they did not dare to quote the Vedic 
“texts in parts,—how could they have ever thought of writing a work, 
“ to replace the Veda itself ? 

“It is a fact admitted on all hands that the actions laid down in the 
“Veda can bring about their proper results, only when they are learnt 
“from the Veda itself; and not from those that are learnt from other works 
‘of human authors ; as these would be similar to the actions inferred from 
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“ false semblances of the Vedic mantras, And it is evident that Mano and 
“others did not compose any counterparts of the Mantras, simply be- 
“ cause they were sure of the fact of the incapability of such counterpart 
“ Mantras to bring about proper results ; and on the same grounds, it must 
“ be held that they could not have composed the counterparts of the Brah- 
“ manas either; as they knew it equally well that Actions that are not 
“ laid down in the Veda do not bring about proper results. 

“Nor can it be held that the Smrytis are the orderly collections of 
“ Vedic texts scattered in different portions of the various Vedas (and as 
“such, they would be the products of human agency). Because tle Smrtis 
“are distinctly recognised as independent works of a certain form. That 
“is to say, it is far more reasonable to hold that there is a distinct Veda in 
“the exact form of the Smrtis themselves, than to assume that they havo 
“ their basis in assumed Vedic texts. 

“ Thus then, it is clear that the fact of the Smrtis constituting the 
“ Scripture of Action (Prayoga-gastra) cannot but be admitted, if they are to bo 
“ accepted as having any authority with regard to Dharma. For when it 
“ has been already ascertained that Dharma is that which has the Veda for 
“its sole authority, anything that is not Veda, even if it be a Brahmana, 
“ cannot be accepted as having any authority regarding Dharma. 

“Thus then, it must be admitted, either that these Smrtis have no use 
“ with regard to Dharma, or that they are so many Vedas; there can be 
“no intermediate course. It cannot be rightly held that they point out 
“the Dharma, and yet have to point to Vedic texts for their authority, 
“ Becauso their authority extends only so far as the significations of their 
“ words allow. (That is to say, in that case, the whole force of the Smrti will 
“have been taken up in pointing to the Vedic text, and they will be ab- 
“ solutely incapable of any action with regard to Dharma). Specially as, 
“af we make the words of the Smrtis, renounce that (direct mention of 
“ Dharma) which they distinctly signify, and point to that (corroborative 
“ Vedic text) which is not signified by them, (on the ground of the incon- 
“ sistency of the directly signified meaning),—then (we ask), inasmuch as 
“this latter assumed Vedic text is also made to signify the same (mention 
“of Dharma) that had been previously signified by the Smrti text, how 
“ can there be said to be an inconsistency in this latter (which could be 
“set aside by the said assumption) ? (for if the mention of the particular 
“ Dharma is inconsistent, it is as much so when signified by the Qmrtis, as 
“ when expressed by an assumed Vedic text). Hence, we conclude that in 
“the matter of that Dharma which is directly mentioned by the Smrti 
‘ toxt itself, this text cannot but have an authority of its own, indepen- 
“ dontly of any intercession of the Veda. 
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[D]. Bauddha Scriptures. 

“The fact of the works of Buddha and others being Smrtis having 
“been set aside (in a previous Adhikarana), we proceed to show that 
“they have the character of the Scripture of Action (Prayogagastra), and 
“as such are so many Vedas. 

“ We can prove the eternality of the Bauddha scriptures by means 
“of the same arguments that have been brought forward to prove the 
“ otornality of the Veda. As in the Vedas, so in these scriptures also, 
“their authority is self-sufficient, because of their being perfectly ex- 
“ pressive (and comprehensible) assertions; as we have no doubts as 
“to their meanings; nor have we any mistaken ideas about them. And 
“ being, like the Vedas, without a human author, they are free from 
“all discrepancies consequent upon such origin; because, as in the 
“ Vedas, so in these scriptures also, the possibility of a human author is 
“absolutely denied. As for the name ‘ Buddha’s Assertion,’ as applied to 
“ these scriptures, it only shows that they were explained (and not com- 
“ posed) by Buddha, or that it was Buddha who saw (or found out) these 
“ scriptures; exactly as the names Kathaka, Angirasa aud the like are 
“ applied to certain recensions of the Veda. In short, whatever arguments 
“ may be brought forward to establish tho authority of the Veda, can all 
“be used in proving that of the Banddha scriptures. Consequently, just 
“as the character of the Scripture of Action belongs to the Veda, so too 
“can it be quite reasonably asserted by the Mimansaka to belong to the 


“ Bauddha scriptures.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
To all this, we make the following reply : 
Sutra (12). Not so; because of the want of proper regularity. 


(It is Purvapaksha [D] that is taken up first) What has been said 
above appears to be distinctly irregular (in its argumentation). 

Asa matter of fact, with regard to any subject, people can have only 
one correct idea; as for other mistakon notions with regard to it, even 
though they do not appear in the man’s own mind, yet if they happen to be 
borrowed from another person, they cannot but be faulty (and incompatiblo 
with the former conviction). At the time that one is having a discussion 
with another person, it often happens that fresh arguments cross up in the 
disputant’s mind, being occasioned at that very time, by the reasonings 
urged by his opponent. Hence it so happens that though the person 
may be fully cognisant of his own standpoint, yet he is tempted to 
bring forward countor-argumonts to those urged by his opponent, even 
though in so doing, they retain a mere semblanco of his own theory. 
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Thus it is that the Cakyas, Vaibhasikas and other Buddhistic sects, 
being afraid of thearguments put forward by the Mimansaka, lose their heads 
completely, and make the astounding declaration that their scripture also is 
eternal. They have such a hatred for the Veda, that they can never allow 
it any precedence over their Own scriptures; and desiring to base 
upon this fact of non-precedence of the Veda, the truthfulness of such 
assertions of theirs as arc contrary to those of the Veda, they declare even 
those of their assertions as speak of ‘non-slaughter,’ &c., to be independent 
of the Veda, taking their stand upon pure reasoning. But in that case, 
their scriptures, being as they are composed by human authors, come to 
be taken as unauthoritative in regard to transcendental matters; and (in 
order to save themselves from this predicament) they are taken in and led 
astray (from their own path) by the semblances of the arguments that have 
been brought forward (by the Mimansaka) to establish the eternality of 
the Veda. 

Even an ordinary Miméansaka having proved the fact of human 
assertions having no authority with regard to transcendental matters, the 
Bauddhas find themselves unable to set aside the well-established and un- 
impeachable authoritative character of the Veda, from which all chance of 
discrepancies had been set aside by the single fact of its being independent 
of human agency ; and thus finding no cogent arguments to bring forward 
against the Mimansaka, they lose their heart by having to fall back upon 
the device of repeating the arguments of tke opponent; and having no 
reasons of their own to bring forward, they say—‘‘ Our scriptures are eternal” 
—forgetting in this all their own former declarations, and only apishly 
imitating the assertion of his opponent; and this action of theirs is exactly 
like that of an ignorant bridegroom, who was asked by his father-in-law 
what his gotra was; but not knowing what it was he said—“ My gotra is the 
same as yours” (not knowing that this would make his marriage impos- 
sible). 

And when taunted by the Mimansaka on the point of this argument 
belonging to the Mimadnsaka, and not tothe Bauddhas, they turn round and 

~say—“It is our argument, stolen by the Mimansaka.” And certainly, if 
one were to shamelessly continue to bring forward such meaningless 
arguments, thereby seeking to deceive other people, he could never lose his 
point! 

But by asserting the eternality of their scriptures, in imitation of tho 
Veda, the Bauddhas give up their well-known theory of the momentary 
character ofall things. The Buddha has laid down the momentary character 
of all things that are brought into existence; such a text of the Bauddhas 
being— All sanskaras (impressions) are momentary; and how can im- 
permanent things have any action? barring the two non-cntities (Destruc- 

30 
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tion and Void) all that is cognisable is a product and is momentary.” They 
have the following text also :—‘‘ Inasmuch as, in accordance with a rule of 
the Intellect, a word can be related to a certain definite object, there can 
be no eternal manifestation of the object by the word; because (whether 
the manifestation be held to be brought about by a modification of the 
sense-organ, or by that of the object) in both cases such a manifestation 
would be highly objectionable,”—which clearly shows that the Bauddhas 
have always held the non-eternal character of the relations of words to 
their meanings; and under the circumstances, the declaration of the eter- 
nality of the scriptures, in contradiction to the aforesaid theory of non- 
eternality, would only make a laughing stock of the Bauddha. 

For certainly, if the weaver took up only the threads, and threw 
away the shuttle, when proceeding to weave a cloth, he would be striking 
with his fist at the sky. So then, the cternality of words,—which is the 
staple wood on which the whole fabric of the eternality of scriptures 
stands—having been apparently burnt (denied, at least by the Bauddha) 
by means of the fire of fallacious arguments, it becomes impossible for the 
Bauddha to rear up the fabric anew (in regard to his own scriptures). 
As for the etfernality of usage (of words) (which the Bauddha admits), it is 
syhonymous with the eternality of actions (of words); and when the very 
relations of words and their meanings aro declared to be transient, how can 
any usage based upon these (relations) be said to be eternal ? because upon 
what could the usage rest (in the absence of the relations)? Consequently, 
those who do not admit the eternality of word, its meaning and the relation 
between the two, can never reasonably hold the usage, which would have 
no legs to stand upon, to be eternal. Because when the word, &c., will 
have disappeared, upon what could the usage rest P 

Hence the assertion—“ This Dharma-scripture of the Bauddha is 
eternal’”’—comes to be absolutely meaningless. Specially as that which is 
momentarily disappearing can never be pointed out or spoken of as ‘ this’; 
and hence it becomes all the more impossible for it to be spoken of as 
‘ eternal.’ 

(1) Thus, then, there being no chance for the eternality of the scriptures ` 
of those who hold the words to be transient, and it being impossible for hu- 
man assertions, treating of transcendental subjects, to be accepted as 
“ Scriptures of Action,’—the authority of the Bauddha scriptures (in regard 
to Dharma) is denied, on the ground of “ asanniyama ’’—the meaning of this 
expression in this case being ‘the niyama, or acceptance, of assattva or 
transient character (of all objects in general, and of words in particular). ’ 

(2) Or, the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina and others, being full 
of incorrect words, they cannot be accepted as “scriptures,” “ because of 
assunniyama”—the meaning in this case being, ‘because they are composed 
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of incorrect words and expressions.’ Being full of vernacular words of the 
Magadhi and other languages, they are found to be very bad compositions. 
For instance, we meet in them with such expressions as—mama vihibhik. 
khavé kammavacca isisavé, ukkhitté lodammi uvrē aithi karanam padané nat- 
tht karanam anubhavé kadranam ime sakkada dharma sambhavanti sakāranð 
akdrana vinasantt, anupyatti karanam, and so forth. 

Thus, then, the words themselves being unreal, how could the objects 
denoted by them be accepted as real? And when we actually find the 
words to have deteriorated forms, how can we accept them as eternal? 

Though in the case of the Veda too, we have such fallacious arguments 
as— the Veda is non-eternal, because it is a collection of words and 
sentences, like the Mahabharata, &c.’—yet those can produce an idea of 
the transitoriness of the Veda, only so long as the actual form of the Veda 
has not been perceived. No sooner are the forms of the Rk, &c., per- 
ceived than the aforesaid conception of their transitoriness disappears 
entirely. 

Even when we know the mere beginnings of tho Veda, we can nevor 
intelligently believe them to have been composed by human authors. In 
the ordinary world, we find that people, following the bent of ordinary 
experience, compose works of poetry, &c., in connection with the facts of 
ordinary life only by means of words that are in keeping with ordinary 
experience. And who could ever have composed the Rgveda, consisting 
as it does of words which have almost never been met with in ordinary 
usage, and which have definitely regulated accents, spreading over 
sixty-four Prapdthakas ? How could the first verse of the Rgveda— I 
adore Agni, the foremost priest of the sacrifice, the glorious Deity, the 
Inviter, the receptacle of Jewels '’—ever be tho assertion of aman? Where 
could he have found such a metrical method of expression, by the help of 
which he would compose the verse? What, too, would be his motive for 
composing it? Where has Agni been seen to be a ‘priest,’ that one 
could describe him as such? Where, too, has anyone met with the word 
‘lē’ in the sense in which it is used in the passage? Where again, 
hasit been found that Agni is the ‘Deity’ of the sacrifice? Because the Deity 
of each sacrifice is defined by Vedic injunctions alone. There is no such 
material class as ‘Deity’—(a ‘Deity’ is only the name of one to 
whom offerings are made,—and this could not be perceived by the ordinary 
means of worldly perception). Nor does any man know tho fact of 
Agni, being either an “ Inviter ” of the gods, or a “receptacle of jowels ”’ ; 
and certainly it is not possible to eulogise those properties that one knows 
nothing of. Hence we conclude that such assertions could be made only 
by the Veda as independent of everything else. 

Similarly in the case of the first mantra of the Yajurveda: “ O 
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Grass, &c.”—, how could such an assertion be made by a human being ? 
How, tog, could people know of this mantra being of use in the chopping 
of the twigs P Similarly, too, how could the mantra “ Urjé, &c.,” be known 
by any man, capable of understanding things before he does an act, 
to be of use in the washing of the twigs P What man again could 
Jay down that the mantra ‘ Vayavah stha ’ is to be used in the separating 
of each calf from its mother (at the time of milking it). That is to say, 
that the word ‘vayu’ in the plural indicates each of the calves as 
separated from its mother could never have been thought of by any 
human being, given to thinking over things, 

So, too, in the case of the first mantra of the Simaveda, such forms 
(in singing) as—“ O gna 1,” &e.—could never have been composed by a 
human being ; as there appears to be no visible purpose for singing it in 
this form. That is to say, how could any intelligent person transform the 
fully expressive words of the verse—“ Agné dythi, §c.”—into the form 
‘ O gna,’ &., which is never met with in ordinary parlance, and which is 
incapable of any grammatical construction P So also, how could any 
intelligent person, unless he had lost his head, transform the correct ‘i’ 

n ‘ Vitayé,’ the ‘ta’ into ‘ td,’ and the ‘ yë’ into ‘ aya’ ? 

Thus, then, we conclude, that the form of the Veda itsclf establishes the 
fact of its being independent of human agency. There are only a very 
fow passages in the Veda, that resemble ordinary sentences ; but in these 
too the learned detect certain Vedic peculiarities. 

Hence, whenever the teachers, or the students, or other persons near them 
come to ponder over the words and sentences of the Veda, and their significa- 
tions, they at once recognise the fact of its being independent of human 
agency, which is clearly indieated by the Veda itself. And since this is 
not enough to convince the logicians outside the Vedie pale, all that 
the Mimansaka has done is to bring out such arguments from the Veda 
itsclf, as go to prove the independence of the Veda of all human agency ; 
and thus the Mimansak&é has (by this unbeliof of the Bauddha) only 
obtained the glorious name (of having proved tho independence of the Veda, 
which is really established by the Veda itself). 

On the other hand, in the case of the Bauddha scriptures, even though 
wo como across, here and there, with words that appear to have been 
sorrectly used in their original forms ; yet, even in these cases we often find 
ouch uses as those of ‘ prajnapti’ (in the sense of jandlt), ‘vijnāpti’ 
(—vijanatt), ‘ pagyata’ (instead of driçyatã) and so forth ; and hence itis very 
rarely that we find any purely correct uses of words. When such is the 
case with words that appear to be correct, what can be said of those that 
are found to be used in forms that are more deteriorated than even the 
deteriorated vernaculars? For instance, in the case of the word ‘ bhtkkhavé’ 
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quoted abovo, even in the Praékrta, we have often found the letter č at 
the end of Accusative Plural, but never in the Nominative orin the Voca- 
tive; in place of the word ‘ savskria’ all that the Prakrta is found to do 
is to duplicate the ‘ K,’ delete the nasal‘ n,’ and change the ‘p’ into ‘a’; 
and it does not add a ‘da’ sound, as is found to be done in the word 
‘sakkada@’ quoted above which is thus found to have completely destroyed 
the unimpeachable form of the word ‘ sarskrid.’ 

Thus, then, we conclude that on account of their being composed of in- 
correct words and expressions, the scripture of the Bauddha, &c., can never 
be held to be either a Veda, or an eternal scripture. 

(3). Grammar supplies the only means of ascertaining the eternal 
and primitive forms of words. And while we find the Veda full of gram- 
matically correct words, we do not find the Bauddha scriptures to be so; 
and thus there being no strict observance of the grammatical forms of 
words in these latter, they cannot be accepted as scriptures. In this case, 
the expression ‘ asanniyamat’ would mean ‘ because of there being no strict 
observance of grammatical rulos.’ 

(4). Or, the expression ‘asanniyamat’ may be taken as referring to 
the absence of any permanence in the Bauddha works, which did not 
exist (prior to their composition by Buddha), as is clearly proved by the 
Buddha himself, who seeks to establish the transitoriness of all things, on 
the ground of the momentary character of all that exists. 

(5). Or, the expression ‘ asanniyamat’ may be explained as 
‘asatdm niyamdat,’ which would mean that, inasmuch as these works 
invariably lay down such evil and false doctrines as the momentary 
character of things, the world being a mere void, there being be no 
self, and so forth—or inasmuch as they seek to establish their con- 
clusion by false reasonings,—no authority can belong to} those decla- 
rations of Dharma that proceed from the same persons as have laid down 
the aforesaid doctrines. 

Nor can these scriptures be held to be eternal, because thoro is a clean 
remembrance of their authors (Buddha, and others). And hence in matters 
relating to Dharma, which is amenable only to an eternal scripture (as 
proved under Süira I—i—2), we cannot admit of the independent autho- 
rity of the Bauddha scriptures. 


(The Pirvapakshas [B] and [C] and [A] are next taken up.) 


In the case of all the Subsidiary Sciences and the Smriis too, inasmuch 
as we have a distinct knowledge with regard to their authors, they cannot 
be accepted as independent scriptures (in regard to Dharma). (As urged 
under Parvapakshas, B and C.) 
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The same arguments also serve to set aside the independent authority 
of the Kalpasitras (as urged in Pūrvapaksha A; because of these too we 
know the authors, which fact is enough to prove that they had no ex- 
istence before they were composed by these authors (and as such they 
cannot be held to be eternal). The arguments that have been brought 
forward in support of the eternality of the Veda, are not applicable to the 
case of the Kalpasitras, because of people having firm convictions with 
regard to their having been composed by human authors. That is to say, 
just as the teachers and students know of the existence of the Kalpasitras 
and other Smrti works, exactly in the same way are they also cognisant 
of their authors, Agvalayana, Baudhayans, Apnastamba, Katyayana, and 
others. 

From this it is clear that they had no existence prior to their being 
composed by these authors ; and, for this reason, how can they be accepted 
as Scriptures of Action, either as a distinct Veda, or as similar to the 
Veda? ; 

(6). We do not base the fact of the Kalpasūtras having been com- 
posed by authors on the mere ground of their being called by the names 
of certain persons; and hence our arguments cannot be met by the replies 
advanced under the Sūtra I—i—30 (“ The name is due to their having been 
explained by certain persons”). The fact is that the idea of these 
authors is brought about by means of an endless traditional conviction ; 
and this is only supported by the said names as applied to the Kalpasiira, 
&c. In the case of the names “ Kdthaka” and the rest, as applied to the 
Veda, the names themselves can be held to be eternal, as based upon tl. 
fact of the eternal Rescensions of the Veda having been explained by 
such eternal personalities as Katha and others; but no such explanation 
is possible with regard to the names ‘‘ Magaka,” &c., as applied to the 
Kalpasitras, for the simple reason that these Sutras are never recognised as 
eternal; because the words,—“‘ Magaka,” “ Baudhdyana,” and “ Apastamba Re 
—distinctly point to individual non-eternal (created or born) personalities; 
and as such, they cannot serve as the basis for an explanation of these 
names belonging to eternal books. Hence the Sdtra may be explained as— 
‘because the names ‘Mdacaka,’ &c., distinctly indicate the fact of previously 
non-existing (asatam) books having been composed (niyamat) in the form 
of the Kalpasitras, &c., these cannot be accepted as Scriptures of Action. 

(7). It may also be explained as—‘ because in the Kalpasitras, 
there are no such rules and regulations as there are in the Veda, they 
cannot be accepted as scriptures.’ ([‘asanniyamadt’=on account of the 
non-existence of niyamas. ] 

(8). Another explanation of the Sara is this—‘The Kalpasitras cannot 
be accepted as scriptures, because there are no restrictions of time, &e., 
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with regard to them, as there are with regard to the Veda,’—as 
is distinctly mentioned in the Sw#ra ‘The Subsidiary Sciences may be 
studied whenever one likes. ’ 

The Bha&shya has explained tho Sütra as referring to the absence of 
accentuation in the Kalpasiitras. But this would apply also to the case of 
the mantras that are quoted in extenso in the Kulpas; as also to the 
Chandogya Brahmanas laid down in the Grhya-Sutras ; which would also 
come to be denied true scriptural character and authority. Because the 
eight Brahmanas with their esoteric explanations, that are studied by the 
Chandogas, have got no definite accentuation; and this absence of 
accentuation would make them lose their Vedic character. 

Consequently we must take the Sūtra to refer to the absence, in the 
Kalpasitras, of the self-evident eternality and independence of human agency 
(that have been pointed out with regard to the Veda); for though the 
Veda has a definite accentuation, yet this is not all that it has got 
(in contradistinction to other so-called scriptures). 


Sutra (13). Also because of the absence of explanatory 
passages. 


The fact of the Veda having explanatory passages also serves to point 
to tho same fact (of the Veda being independent of human agency). Inas- 
much as, in the Veda we find many such explanatory passages, as are not 
possible in ordinary parlance, we conclude, from this, that the Veda is 
not the product of human intelligence. For what intelligent human being 
could be capable of composing such Arthavdda passages, as—“ Brhaspati 
sang for the gods,” ‘Indra killed Vrtra,” ‘ Prajapati cut out his 
own fat,” “ Cows performed this sacrifice, hence they have their horns 
growing after ten months,” and soforth. Specially because, even as wo 
find the Arthavdadas in the eternal Veda itself, it becomes extremely 
difficult to connect them with Injunctions ; and then, if a human author 
were to compose such apparently incongruous passages to be taught to his 
students, he would come to be marked as a fool. 

As a matter of fact, however, in the Kalpasitras, we find nothing like 
such explanatory passages, which could lead us to conclude them to be 
independent of human agency. 

And further, the fact of these Kalpasétras, &c., being devoid of any- 
thing like direct Injunctions, distinctly establishes the descriptive charac- 
ter of these (that is, since they do not contain any direct Injunctions, 
they must be taken as mere descriptions or explanations); and it also 
shows that they are not capable of laying down anything new (in the 
shape of Injunctions on Dharma). In the case of the Veda we find that 
verbs in the present tense, when rendered attractive by means of Arthavadu 
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passages, become endowed with injunctive force. While in the Kalpa- 
siitras, there are no Arthavddas (and as such there is no chance for the 
verbs in them, which are invariably in the present tense, to have any in- 
junctive force). (Norcan it be held that these verbs are in the fifth mood, 
Lét, which has an injunctive signification, and not in the Lat, (Present) the 
forms of both being the same; because) the fifth mood (Lët) has been 
distinctly laid down, as to be used in the Veda only; and as the Kalpa- 
sittras are neither Mantras nor Bradhmanas (which two alone constitute the 
Veda), it is not possible for them to contain any verbs in that mood. 

Though the declaration that ‘according to some people all the six 
Subsidiary Sciences are Vedas’ would make the Kalpasūtras known as 
‘Veda,’ yet like the Mimāùsā, they cannot attain to the position of Veda 
proper (metrical); because the regulations of Veda proper (metrical) - 
apply only to the Mantra and the Brakmana portions of the Veda. That 
is to say, in accordance with the Sūtra of Katyayana—“ the Injunction, 
the Enjoined, and the Argumentative Science of Miménsa, all constitute 
the Veda ”—though the name “Veda” becomes applicable to the 
Mimansa, which consists of a compilation of all the arguments connected 
with the Veda, yet, it does not becomo affected by the rules and regula- 
tions relative to Veda proper; and hence the Kalpusitras too, being 
exactly in the same position, cannot be accepted as forming a Scripture 
of Action, which is only another name for Injunction. 

It has been urged above that as the Kalpasūtras have been enumerated 
by the Veda, among the subjects to be studied in course of the Brahmayajna, 
they must be held to be eternal ; but this premiss becomes too wide; inas- 
much as the Itihāsas and the Purdnas are also similarly enumerated, 
That is to say, the said Vedic text has mentioned the Kalpas together with 
Itihāäsas and Puranas; which shows that even the products of human 
agency (such as the Itihāsas and Puranas are universally admitted to be) 
are included among the sciences (to be studied in course of the Brahma. 
yajua). 

(There is yet another explanation of the mention of the name of Kalpa in 
the Veda). There must have been other Kalpasiitras before our presents 
Kalpasiitras were composed (that is to say, since the very beginning of time:, 
there must have always been some sort of a Kalpasiitra, in each Kalpa, 
exactly as ineach Kalpa, there has been a Smrti) ; because, in the absence 
of such S#éras, any thorough orderly comprehension of the methods pre- 
scribed in the extensive Vedas is absolutely impossible; whence it follows 
that ever since there has been a Veda, there has been a performance of 
sacrifices, and ever since then, there never has been a total absence of any 
of the Subsidiary Sciences (and it may be this endless series of Kalpus 
that has been mentioned in the Veda); as there is nothing against holding 
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this series to be eternal; though any particular Kalpasiira cannot be 
admitted to be independent of human agency. 

And as for the word “ Kalpa,” it signifies nothing more than an ex- 
planation of the meaning of the Veda; and as a name significant of this, the 
‘ Kalpa ’ can very well be held to be eternal; and it is as such that it has 
been enjoined as forming part of the daily Recitation (of the Brahmana) ; 
but all that is meant by this Injunction is that the Bréhmana should make 
it a poini every day to recall to his mind (and go over) the procedure of 
the various sacrifices (laid down in the Veda); and though there can be 
no doubt as to this procedure being eterna!, that does not necessarily mark 
the books dealing with this procedure (viz., the books on Kalpasiitras) as 
eternal. 

As for the points of agreement between the Veda and the Kalpasitras, 
such agreement is quite explicable on the ground of the latter following 
(or being based upon) the former ; and hence as they only follow what has 
been laid down in the Veda, the Kalpasiitras cannot be said to have any 
independent authority of their own. 

Further, no students have ever regarded the Subsidiary Sciences as 
Veda; as for the declaration—“ according to some, all the six sciences are 
Veda ”—, it by no means expresses the generally accepted theory. 

And again, as a matter of fact, whenever any two declarations are 
found to agree with one another, it is always concluded that one of them 
is explanatory of (and subsequent to) the other; and finding such agree- 
ment between the Bradhmanas and the Kalpasiitras, we instinctively con- 
clude that inasmuch as the former is replete with direct Injunctions, it 
cannot be held to be explanatory of the latter; and hence we are forced to 
the conclusion that it is the Kalpasittrus that are explanatory of, and sub- 
«sequent to, the Brahmanas. 

Nor can the case of the authoritativeness of the Kalpasitras be held to 
be analogous to that of the different recensions of the Veda; because of the 
same persons being the students of the Veda as well as of its Kalpa. 
In the case of the different recensions of the Veda, the students of each 
are distinct from one another (and hence the Injunctive authority of all 
of them is admissible) ; whereas in the case of the Kalpa, as each Kalpa only 
explains the meaning dealt with in detail in the particular Veda to which 
it belongs, and as such the students of both of these being the same, the 
former can never be admitted to have an injunctive authority (apart from 
the Veda which supplies all necessary authority). 

Then again, we find that the authors of the Kalpas explain certain facts 
in accordance with the reasonings supplied by the Brahmanas; and as 
such, the Kalpas can never be held to be equal to the Brahmanas, in authority. 

31 
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We also find that the passage in the Bradhmana has a signification 
entirely different from what is assigned to it by the explanatory Kalpa ; 
and hence too, we cannot admit the Kalpa to be independent of the 
Braihmanas. Hence, though it is possible that certain similarities of 
eubjects and expressions between the Brahmanas and the Kalpas may give 
rise to the misconception that the Kalpas are also independent Brahmanas 
hy themselver, yet the above arguments instantly remove such misconcep- 
tions. 

It has been urged above that the Veda itself speaks of the independent 
authority of the assertions of the great Teachers (among whom the 
authors of the Kalpasitras are included). But there too, the word 
‘ Acarya’ in the Vedic text is only a chance coincidence of sound (that is 
to say, the world ‘dcdrya’ in the text does not mean ‘teacher’ but the 
‘Veda’ itself, the word being explained ‘as that which improves (ācinoti) 
the intellect’). Or, it may be taken as laying down tlie absolutely trust- 
worthy authority of the Teacher, with special reference to the students 
whom he should be teaching the text and the meaning of the Veda. 
Manu has thus explained the meaning of the word “dcdrya”: “One, 
who having initiated his disciple, teaches him the Veda, with all the sub- 
sidiary sciences and esoteric explanations, is called the @cfrya”; and in 
order that at the time of such teaching of the Veda, the disciples should 
have an implicit confidence in the words of the Teacher, the Veda has 
declared the authoritative character of the assertions of the Teacher; and 
this declaration of the Veda does not refer to the authors of the Kalpa- 


sutras. 
Sutra (14). Because of the action being laid down for all 
cases; and because of the proximity of scriptural authority. 


All assertions of human beings are not accepted to be true; because, 
as a matter of fact, their assertions are generally found to be false. As 
has been declared elsewhere: “Hence it is that speech speaks of both, 
truth and untruth, because it has been pierced with evil.” Such falsity of 
the assertions of the Kalpasittras is distinctly pointed out by the Veda 
itself; specially as we meet with many assertions that are contrary to one 
another (and to the Veda). This is what is meant to be pointed out by 
the first half of the s#tra; the latter half meaning that the contrary 
scriptural passages being in close proximity, tho disagreement (or contra- 
diction) is easily perceptible. 

The example of such disagreement that has been cited in the Vrtti, 
that with reference to the “ Stialipaka”’ of the sacrifice on the 15th day 
of the montb, has been disregarded ; because in that case the declaration 
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of the Grhyasétra in connection with this sthalipaka has been attributed to 
the Kalpasiitra which treats of the Darga-Pirnamdsa; and as such it 
seems as if the Vrtti had purposely, with a view to entirely suppress the 
authority of the Kalpasiitra, fastened a foreign assertion on to it. 
We have a declaration of the Grhyasitra to the following effect: ‘In 
the Akshata Homa, until the evening offering has been made the morning 
offering should not be given up; nor should the evening offering be aban- 
doned until the morning offering has been made ”; and just as this passage 
is not taken as referring to the Agnihotra,—so too, the following passage 
of the Kalpasitra cannot be taken as referring to the Darcapirnamasa : 
“ Until the offering of the last day of the month has been made, that of 
the fifteenth day should not be abandoned; nor should the offering of the 
thirtieth day be abandoned until that of the fifteenth day has been 
made.” And as such, there being no real contradiction of the Kalpasitia 
by the Veda (in this case), we must cite another example (for instance, 
the Kalpasitra says —“ The Paryagni is made of all the sacrificial mate- 
rials,” which lays down the making of the Paryagnit with reference to all 
the materials; while we have the Brahmana text which lays down the 
Paryagni as to be made out of the puroddga ouly; and there can be no 
doubt that there is a distinct disagreement between the two). 


ADUIKARANA (8). 


[The Holakddhikaranu—treating of the fact of the Vedic text assumed in 


support of a usage having universal application and authority. | 


Sutra (15). “Inferences being restricted in their application, 
usages can have only a limited authority.” 


With reference to certain popular local customs, the present discussion 
is started; the question being as to whether theso customs have an authority 
limited within certain areas, or they have a universal application. In this 
connection, we have got to consider all tho Injunctions and Prohibitions that 
are marked by tho acceptance or avoidance by certain people, taking each 
of these one by one. 

Thero are certain customs that are followed by the Eastern people, 
though avoided by the exceptionally good amongst them; and we proceed 
to consider whether these customs have becn laid down for those people 
alone, or for all men. In the same manner, there are certain customs that 
are peculiar to the Southerners, some to the Westerners, and others to the 
Northerners ; and we have got to take into consideration each of these. 

Tho first two sitras of this Adhikarana (viz: the 15th and 16th 
sutras) can also be taken as referring to the question as to the locally limit- 
ed or universal authority of such works as the sitras of Gautama, the 
Grhyasiitras and the like. That is to say, we find that, barring the 
Puranas, the Smrtt of Manu, and the Itthdsas, all other Smrti werks-— 
such as those of Gautama, Vagishtha, Cankha, Likhita, Harita, Å pas- 
tamba, Baudhāyana and others—as also the works on Grhya—are each 
studied exclusively by only certain sections of the Brāhmaņas, and 
cach of them has its relation restricted to only a definite Veda, exactly 
like the Pratigakhyas. For instance, the sūtras of Gautama and Gobhila 
are accepted by the Chandoga (Sémavedi) Brahmana only; those of 
Vagishtha by the Ryveds; those of Cankha and Likhita by the 
Vajasndyis ; and those of Apastamba and Baudhayana by the Krshna— 
Yajurvedis, Thus then, the fact of such limited accoptance of these sutras 
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affords matter for reflection; the question being—is each of these sitras 
authoritative only for the particular sect by which itis accepted? Or, 
are they all equally authoritative for all people? And on this, we have 
the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘Inasmuch as we find the st#éras being studied only by the parti- 
“cular sects of the Brahmanas, we conclude that their authority is also 
“ limited to these Brāhmaņas alone; specially as the authority of the satras 
“is based upon certain assumed texts, which as the objects of inference, 
“ean be believed to have an existence only where the inferential indicative 
“‘the Smrti, exists; that is to say, the Smrti sitras being found to be 
“current only among certain limited sects, the Vedic texts pointed to by 
“ these cannot have their existence outside this pale. Hence, whether it 
“be an Injunctive or a Prohibitive Vedic text, its existence cannot be in- 
“ ferred outside those limits. 

“That is to say, the compilations of the sitras, or the usages can 
“lead to the inferenco of Prohibitive or Injunctive texts (in support of 
“ themselves), only with reference to those persons among whom they 
“ themselves are current, and not among other people. For example, the per- 
“ ception of smoke in one house cannot lead to the inference of the existence 
“of fire in another house ; nor can this latter be inferred by people who 
“ have not seen the smoke (hence the authortative Vedic text corroborating a 
“Usage can have no authority for those among whom the usage is not cur- 
“ rent). 

“Thus then, the Injunction of Agnihotra can refer to only those per- 
“ sons for whom the Upunayana and the Adhana have been laid down. And 
“exactly as certain duties and rules of conduct are restricted to certain 
‘‘definite families and castes, so too the duties and the rules of conduct 
“obtaining in a certain country would have their authority restricted 
“ to that country alone. 

“Tf the Prohibitions and Injunctions had a universal application, 
“ Usages (which are all based upon such Injunctions &c.) would also come 
“to have a universal authority, there being no reason for limiting the 
“scope of their authority. And then the Usage, based upon the texts that 
“have universal application, would be followed by the capable men of all 
“ countries, exactly like the Injunction of the Agnzhotra. 

“ As a matter of fact, however, we find the usages being followed 
“only by limited classes of people ; and hence we conclude that the Vedic 
‘< texts authorising such usages must also refer to these limited communities 
“only. Because the only reason for assuming the Vedic texts is to 
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“ substantiate the otherwise inexplicable usages current amongst the people; 
“and hence such texts could not have any application to those people 
“among whom the particular usages themselves are not current. And as 
“in the case of usages, so also in that of the Grhyasitra &c., the assumed 
“corroborative Vedic texts can have no relation to those people among 
“ whom the Grhyas are not current, And hence we conclude that these 
“ Usages and Grhyasitras &c., have only limited applications. 

“ It has beeu shown under sëtra I—ii—30, that, if the fact of the grains 
“having been prepared by means of the gurpa be taken as the reason for 
“making the offering by means of it, then the instance that has been 
“ cited would also apply to that alone; hence the meaning would be that 
“ inasmuch as the çërpa is the means of preparing the grain, the offer- 
“ing is poured by means of it; and there cannot, in such a case, arise any 
‘“ question as to the offering being poured by means of the darvi or the 
“mthara &e. 

“ And, in the same manner, as we find all usages to have only a limited 
“local currency, we cannot but conclude that the corroborative Vedic texts 
“inferred in support of such usages, can have only a local application. 
“ Thus then, all inferences being restricted within certain definite limits 
“of place, time &c., the Vedic text that is inferred cannot but be admitted 
“as having an authority only within those Jimits.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (16). But the duty must be universal, becauso of the 
universal character of the Injunctions. 


In this sétra we have the reply to the above Pérvapakeha : 

On account of the universal charactar of the Injunctions the Dharma- 
eastra, &c., must be takon as applying to all persons capable (of performing 
the duties laid down.) 

Having come across certain Qmriis and Usages, when we proceed to 
infer the Vedic texts in support of these, the inference that we can have 
must be of such causes as are similar to the effects (the Smrtis &.),— 
according to the law that the effect always follows in the wake of its 
cause. And consequently the positive injunction, technically called 
‘ Bhavana,’ that is inferred, must be that which lays down certain definite 
actions, sacrifices, charities, offerings, fastings and penances &c.—ex- 
pressed by means of verb roots,—as leading to specific results, like Heaven 
and the like, by means of certain specified processes ; and in the oase of 
certain actions of the body, the sense-organs and the mind, that are 
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shunned by certain people, the inference is that of a prohibitive text, 
pointing out the prohibited action as leading to undesirable results 
in the shape of Hell and the like. 

And thus we find that in both cases, the injunctions or the prohibi- 
tions distinctly refer to all persons that have the capability of doing the 
acts enjoined or prohibited; and as such, none of these, Usages or 
Smrtis, can ever be taken as having a limited application, as referring to 
any particular place, time or persons. 

Specially because as a matter of fact, we know that with regard to 
each action, the character of the agent is ascertained, only in three 
ways : (1) by capability (for instance in the case of the Agnihotra, we ascer- 
tain that anyone who has the capability of performing it, should perform 
it); (2) non-prohibition (asin the case of certain actions that are done 
with a special object in view, we ascertain that all men can perform the 
actions, except those for whom it is distinctly prohibited); and (3) by 
special qualifying words (as for instance, in the case of the Rājasūya sacri- 
fice, it is distinctly laid down that it is only the “ Raja” (Kshatriya) that 
can perform it. 

And in the case in question, we find that the capability (of doing the 
acts) laid down in the Smriis &c., belongs to the people of all castes and con- 
ditions, inhabiting the whole country of the Aryavarta, except the blind, 
tho doaf, the mad and the dumb, who are precluded from such actions. 
The capability too, of doing the prohibited acts, we find existing in the 
two, three or four castes (i.e, certain actions that are prohibited for the 
Brihmana may be allowable for the other castes, and soon) ; and where 
wo find the avoidance of the action much more extensive, we conclude 
the capability of its performance to reside in the Mleccha (who are believed 
to be capable of all actions howsoever abhorrent), 

In a case, howevor, where we infer a Vedic text, in support of a 
certain usage, we do not find, in this text, any qualifying expressions, 
limiting its application to any particular countries or persons. Nor can 
we infer any texts that could prohibit the said usages, with referonce to 
the people other than those among whom it is prevalent. 

Iu certain cases it does happen that, though the capability of per- 
forming the action, belongs to all men, yet the action is distinctly re- 
stricted to certnin definite classes of men by means of restrictive qualify- 
ing words ; as for instance the Räājasūya is laid down as to be performed 
by the Raja (Kshatriya), the Vaigyastoma by the Vaigya; and so on. 

But in the cases in question, it is not possible for us to infer the ex- 
istence of one or many qualifying words (in the Vedic text), that would 
in any way spocify the persons among whom the authorised usago may 
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be prevalent. Because all denote either the QOluss or the Individual 
while in the case in question, any such restrictive words that we would 
infer could not specify either the Class or the Individual. 

Because the restrictive words could be only such as “the Easterners 
(should perform the Holāka)” ; but as a matter of fact there can be no such 
definite class as “the Easterners,” which would exclude all the people of 
the other parts of the country, and include all of the Eastern part; and as 
such we could have no such specification as that “ the Holdku is to 
be performed by the Easterners alone.” As for the classes, ‘“ Man,” 
“ Brāhmaņa ” and the like, that are found to include the Easterners, they 
equally include the men and the Brahmanas of all parts of the country; and 
as such could not serve to specify the text as referring only to those people 
(the Easterners) among whom the particular custom might be prevalent. 

As for the words denoting individuals—i.e., the proper names,—they 
refer to one person only, like “ Dévadatta ” and the like ; and the presence 
of such words could not point out the custom as referring to any number 
of persons. Nor is it possible to have anyone name for all the people 
of the Eastern country, because it is absolutely impossible for us to 
have any conception, either individually or collectively, for all the endless 
varieties of people inhabiting the Eastern part of the country. This 
also shows that words cannot signify individual persons, as endowed with 
certain particular propertics and actions and as belonging to a particular 
class. Because there are no individual properties, actions or classes, that 
could be capable of pointing to particular individual persons, as inhabit- 
ing particular parts of the country ; as each individual is found to be 
specified, separately (by means of tho properties belonging to each singly 
by himself). 

Nor do words denote anything other than classes and individuals, 
and hence there is nothing upon which we could base the specification of 
the persons for whom the custom may be authoritative. 

It is with a view to this that the Bhdshya has declared that we can. 
not reasonably admit the qualifying word—that may be inferred to restrict 
the application of the Injunction that by its very nature refers to all 
capable persons—to be denotative either of the Class or the Individual. 

That is to say, such customs as those of the Holdka and the rest, can- 
not be said to belong cither to a particular Olass, or toa particular individual. 
Nor is it possible for us to have any name that would apply ouly to those 
people among whom the custom is prevalent. 

Some people read the Bhāshya passage as—“ That qualifying expression 
can only denote the Class and not the Individual,” And what they mean is 
this: Under sé#¢ra VI—i—8, itis shown that the expression “svuryakdmuh,”’ 
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(one desiring Heaven), though expressing the meaning that is signified by 
its component parts, is yet made to signify the whole class of human beings 
that desire Heaven, irrespective of the gender and number in the 
word “svargakāmah ” (which is in tho Masculine Singular); on the 
ground that, as the expression occupies the position of the nominative no 
significance can be attached to its gender &c., and hence tho injunction— 
“ one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices "—is made applicable to all 
human beings in general. In the same manner, in the case in question, 
because all local Customs and Observances, point to their being applicable 
to all persons that desire the particular results following from those 
actions, and are capable of performing them,—therefore it must be admitted 
that all men in general are entitled to the performance of such actions. 

There are other commentators however, who, in connection with the 
present passage of the Bhdshya, proceed to consider the signification of 
verbs ; and as such having found fault with this last reading, accept the 
former reading, (that we have explained above); and being led astray by 
the direct mention of the word “ vidhina” in the sūtra, and being unablo 
to perceive any difference between the Vidhi and the Bhavana, fight shy of 
having to differentiate the forms of these two; and consequently upset- 
ting the conclusion arrived at in the Bhdvarthddhikarana (II-i-1-4), 
favour us with the following explanation :— 

“The Bhavana (signified by the Injunctive affix, &c.,) is incapable of 
being specified by its properties, by means of any other words (save 
the Injunctive affix, &0.).” And if some one, desiring to learn the real 
meaning of the verbal affix asks them—what is this “ Bhava or Bhavana” ? 
—all that they can say is that it is nothing more than the expression 
‘kuryat’ (should do) itself ; because they hold it to be inexpressible by 
any other word, they can only speak of it by means of the Injunctive 
affix ; but any use of the affix by itself being impossible, they have re- 
course to the next best method of uttering the affixin connection with 
the root ‘kr’ (to do), which is a common substitute for all verbal roots. 
[Though the conclusion arrived at in the S#tra I-i-1 is that, the Bha- 
vanā is denoted by the Injunctive affix, and is not the Injunctive affix itself]. 
And then they proceed thus: ‘All that is expressed by the word is 
either in the form of a Olass or an Individual ; but we find the verb to 
have passed beyond the Class and the Individual ; and hence we are forced 
to the conclusion that the signification of the verb is inéxpressible.” 
[Though the Bhavarthadhikarana distinctly points out that the signi- 
fication of the verb lies either in the Accusative or in the Instrumental. ] 
(They proceed) “it is this very fact that is mentioned in the Bhishya 
passage in question: Jf (the verb) cannot be held to denote either the Class 
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or the Individual ; the word ‘it’ being taken as referring to the word 
‘ vidhāna’ (in the sééra), which is thus declared to be incapable of ex- 
pressing either the Class or the Individual. For when one says ‘should 
do’, the man has the conception ‘I do’ ; and as such the Vidhi, or the 
Bhiivana (as appearing in the word ‘ kuryat’) cannot be said to be either 
a Class or an Individual.” l 

But all this is altogether irrelevant and groundless ; and is due to a 
mere chance similarity of words, which, though having quite a diff- 
erent meaning, have been twisted by the commentators, into a signi- 
fication entirely at variance with the Bhāshya, with the sole purpose of 
displaying their ingenuity ; exactly as the text—“ the bull with four horns, 
&c.,”-—has been twisted (by Patanjali) into a reference to the science 
of grammar (vide above, the section on mantra). 

The present passage of tho Bhdashya occurs in connection with the 
troatment of the fact of local customs having a universal authority. And 
hence it can be reasonably taken along with the sūtra, only if it bo ex- 
plained, as we have explained it, as denying the possibility of any res- 
trictive qualifications in the Vedic texts (assumed in support of customs 

and usages). But if this explanation is renounced, and the passage is 
takon as pointing out the inexpressibility of the Bhåvanā (which we hold 
to be denoted by the verbal affixes), on the ground of its being neither a 
Class nor an Individual, then the passage would become well worth 
rejecting, on account of declaring what is entirely irrelevant, useless and 
unreasonable in the present connection. For in that case the passage 
could be construed with the rest of the sūtra, only in the following 
manner : “ Because the verb cannot denote cither the Class or the Indivi- 
dual, therefore the action enjoined by it has an universal application !” 
And certainly this would be a truly astounding declaration! For all that 
it would mean is that, “if the Injunctive affix, &c., could denote the 
Bhavana or the Vidhi either as the Class or the Individual, then such 
customs as the Holdka, and the like, would have only a limited autho- 
rity ; but because as a matter of fact the meaning of the said affix, 
&c., is distinct from either the Class or the Individual, and as such, alto- 
gether inexpressible, therefore that which is signified by the said verb 
must have a universal authority !” And certainly this would serve as a 
first-rate example of irrelevancy. 

And having at first declared the Bhavana to be inexpressible, they speak 
of (express) it by means of certain synonyms of their own creation (such 
as ‘ Bhava’); and thus they contradict their own former declaration. That 
is to say, with a view to show their own vollubility, they have spokon of 
the absolutely impossible synonymous character of such words as ‘vidht. 
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(Injunction), ‘upadéga’ (advico), ‘kartavyata’ (duty), and bhāvanā (tho 
thinking of a certain result as proceeding from a certain action) ; and by 
this-they have certainly succeeded in proving the inexpressible character 
of the Bhavana! ! 

Even if the verbal affix denoted either the efficiency of the agent, or 
tho substratum of his efficiency (the Accusative),—then too, having, as in 
the case of the expression “the Brahmana sacrifices,” its specifications based 
upon the qualifying words (as “ Brihmana”), the fact of its signifying the 
Class or the Individual would depend solely upon such qualifications ; and 
as such any consideration of the question of the verbal affix itself signify- 
ing or not signifying the Class or the Individual, could not in any way 
help us in ascertaining the scope of the authority of local customs and 
Smrtis; and under the circumstances, any consideration of the significa- 
tion of the affix wonld become all the more useless, when it actually 
signifies only the Vidhi or the Bhavana, independently of any denotation of 
the agent. 

And again, if the mere fact of tho verbal affix not signifying either 
the Class or the Individual were made the sole ground of the universality 
of an Injunction, then, even in the case of such Injunctions—as “ The Raja 
should perform the [tdjasiiya,” “ The Vaigya should perform the Vutgya- 
stoma ” and the like,—the verbal affix being as inexpressive of the Class or 
the Individual, as in any other Injunction, these too would have to be 
accepted as applying to all men ! 

If it be urged that—“ in these cases, though the affix is truly inex- 
pressive, yet the qualifying words, ‘ Rājā’ &c., serve to restrict their ap- 
plication,’ —then, in that case, it becomes clear that one who holds these 
customs &c. to have only a local authority, should argue that there are 
such qualifying words (in the Vedic texts assumed in support of tho 
customs, d&c.,; while one who holds them to have a universal authority, 
should argue that no such qualifying words are possible. And this is 
exactly what we have donc, having rejected the possibility of such 
qualifying words on the ground that any indication (by such words) of 
eith ‘a Class or an Individual, in accordance with particular customs, 
is absolutely impossible; and as such the Injunctions (assumed) cannot 
but be taken as referring to al/ men as a class, which 1s implied by the 
force of the Injunction. 

And it is only as referring to the rejection of the possibility of any 
such qualifying words that the next two, eighteenth and nineteenth, stitras can 
have any connection in the present context. 

And hence, the Injunctions being always found to have a univer- 
sal application, we must conclude all local customs, as well as the 
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Grhyasitras, &c., that are prevalent only among certain sects, to have a 
universal authority. 


Sutra (17). The restrictions (in other cases) would be based 
upon direct perception. 


lt has been urged in the Pérvapaksha, that the customs should be held 
to have a limited authority: as are the usages and duties that are res- 
trictod within the limits of certain families or sects, so, in the same manner 
we could infer Vedic texts (in support of the customs) having similar 
restrictions, 

But this is not possible; because in the cases cited—(viz: those of cer- 
tain special sects of Bralmanas having three locks, others having one 
dic., &c.)--because we actually find (see with our eyes) restricted usages, 
we can admit of such restrictive qualifications as the class (‘Brahmana’) 
property, etc., and which are all expressible by means of single words ; ex- 
actly as we find in ordinary experience that the number of quartering 
the sacrificial Cake differs in the case of different Brahmanas; and then 
finding that there are directly perceptible Vedic texts that specify these 
numbers for each particular sect, (in the same manner, actually finding 
the number of hair locks differing iu differentclasses of Brahmanas, we may 
infer from that very fact, on the ground of analogy with the quartering 
of the Cake, that there are Vedic texts restricting the number of locks 
also). That is to say, in the case of the quartering of the Cake, we 
actually find that for those that belong to the family of Bhrgu, Vagish- 
tha, Gunaka, Atri, Budhnyagva, Kanva, Sañkrti, and the Kshatriyas, 
recourse to the second praydja called the“ Nardgaisa,” while for others 
that which is called “ Tendnapat,” is laid down; and thus finding this to be 
invariably the case, we are led by these very perceptible facts to the direct 
Injunctions of these restrictions in the Veda itself. And the same process 
holds good in the case of the usages, &c., that are actually found to belong to 
only certain particular families and sects—such as one sect having one 
lock of hair, while others have three and so on,—all of which point to 
direct Vedic texts in support of this. Whereas in the case of the Holaka, 
&c., this method is not applicable (as they are not actually found to be 
keeping strictly within any definite bounds) ; and as such, there is a world 
of difference between the example and the fact sought to be supported by it. 


Sutra (18). Also because there are no distinguishing marks 
of any specific agent. 


It has already been shown that it is not possible for the text (assumed 
in support of a Custom) to have any qualifying words that would denote 
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either the Class or the Individual (to whom it is restricted) ; and we now 
proceed to show that it is also impossible for it to contain any such quali- 
fications as that ‘one who has red eyes (should observe the custom). 

The opponent declares : “ Though there may not be any restrictive 
“qualifying words in general, that could denote the Class or the Indivi- 
“ dual,—yet it is quite possible for the text to contain words that would 
“ point out the form, complexion and other qualifications of the person fol- 
“lowing the Custom,—exactly as the Injunction of the laying of fire lays 
“down such qualifications as ‘having a son,’ ‘with black hair,’ and 
“ so forth,—which would restrict the authority of the Custom.” 

And in reply to this, we have the following: There being no distin- 
guishing marks, any specification of a particular agent is not possible. It 
is only by means of constant or exclusive distinguishing marks that any 
particular agent can be positively singled out; while in the case of such 
qualifications or distinguishing marks, as the having of red eyes, &c., that 
could be pointed out as belonging to the Southerners, we find that these 
marks are also common to other people, who do not observe the particular 
custom (of the Southerners) ; and conversely, we find the Custom being 
observed by people not possessing the said features (f.7.: those of the 
Southerners whose eyes are not red). Hence the authority of the Custom 
cannot be restricted by means of any such distinguishing characteristics of 
agents. 

The Bhashya has taken the word ‘ nityasya’ (in the sétra) as qualify- 
ing the word “liga”; but in that case the compound “ lingdbhava ” 
would be inexpressive (or impossible) ; inasmuch as the word ‘linga’ 
being the subordinate member in the compound would (in that case, 
be dependent (i.e. connected with, or qualified by, something—viz,, 
‘ nityata ’—which is expressed by a word—‘nitya’—that does not form 
a member of the Compound). 

It might be urged in reply, that the word ‘litga’ being ever depen- 
dent (upon that which possesses the Liùga or mark), it would always 
imply the other co-relative of its ; and thereby not losing its efficiency, the 
Compound would ‘be quite possible ; exactly as we have in the case of the 
expression— Dévadattasya gurukulam.” 

But this is not possible ; because the present case is not similar to 
that of this last expression; because the relations in the two cases are 
totally different ; the word ‘litga’ does not always stand in need of (7.e., has 
not its denotation dependent upon) constant (‘nitya’) ; while the word 
‘ Guru’ (teacher) has its denotation ever dependent upon that of ‘ Deva- 
datta ’ (the disciple). Thatis to say the word ‘guru’ can have its de- 
notation only as with reference to the disciple (i.e, the Guru is always 
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recognised as the Guru of some disciple, and there can be no idea of the 
Guru, which is not accompanied by that of the disciple) ; and hence in the 
caso of the expression—“ Dévadattasya gurukulam”—the word ‘guru’ 
‘has its denotation included in its permanent relationship to the disciple 
‘ Dévadatta ’ ; and as such this dependance (of a word notin the compound) 
does not necessarily vitiate the compound. In the case of “linga” and 
“ nityasya,” on the other hand, the word “liga” has its denotation 
dependent only upon a Liñgt, that which possesses the Litga ; and certainly 
the word ‘ nityasya’ cannot be said to be in any way synonymous with this 
Tingi; and as such the permanent relationship of the Ligi and the 
Linga cannot justify the compound “ nityasya liñgäbhārāt.” 

Though it is true that the word “liùga” is used only where there 
isa relation of the Indicator and the Indicated, (and this relation is 
eternal) yet the denotation of that word does not depend entirely upon 
‘eternality ’, as that of the word ‘ Father’ depends upon that of the word 
‘Son,’ or that of the word ‘ Teacher,’ on that of the word ‘ Disciple.’ 

And farther, it is the word “ liùgi ” itself which, having its denotation 
fixed by those of its component parts, depends upon the word “liùga ” ; 
and the word “liga ” does not stand in need of anything besides the 
verbal root from which it is formed. And inasmuch as the word 
“dliùga” denotes that by which something is marked or indicated, there 
is a distinct dependence upon the relationship of the action of indicating ; 
and as such, though it is not spoken of as related to anything, yet it is not 
independent of the Object, the Instrument, &c., of the Action; and on this 
ground, we could justify the efficiency of such compounds as “ lingino 
lingadarganam,” specially because the denotation of the word “lingi” 
depends upou that of the word “liga.” In the case of the word 
“ nityasya,’’ however, it is only after the denotation of the word “ linga” 
has boen duly accomplished, that the word “ nityasya ” comes to be 
related to it as expressing, by means of the Genitive, one of its proper- 
tics; and hereby the need of this relutionship not being supplied (by the 
word “ lińga ” itself), the compound, ‘ uityasya lingabhavat ’ remains abso- 
lutely inefficient or inex pressive. 

For thesereasons, the word “niiyasya” must be taken as qualifying either 
the agent, as distinguished by certain definite distinguishing features, or 
the authoritative application of the text assumed in support of the Custom ; 
the meaning of the sé#tra beiug that, inasmuch as there can be no exclu- 
sive distinguishing marks, that coald single out any particular agent, or 
point out the limits of the authority of the text assumed (in support of 
the Custom ),—it cannot be held that such customs as the Holāka and the 
rest have a limited authority as based upon certain assumed Vedic texts 
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containing certain words that point out tho distinguishing characteristics 
(marking out the particular agent &., &c., &c.). 


Sutra (19) The name is based upon a connection with place. 


This sūtra refers to such qualifying words as the names ‘ Easterver’ 
and the like, which the Custom is found to follow in its entirety. 

Says the opponent: “ All local customs are observed by men, speci- 
“ fiod by such names as ‘ Easterners, ’ ‘ Southerners, ’ and the like ; and they 
“are never found to be prevalent among people that are without such 
“names; consequently the Vedic texts that are assumed in support of 
“such customs cannot but contain these distinguishing names; and as 
“such they must more reasonably be accepted as having only a limited 
“ authority.” 

To this we make the following reply: Because such names are ap- 
plied to the agent on the sole ground of his connection with certain places, 
we conclude that the Vedic Injunction assumed in support of the Cus- 
toms, must contain words that denote the qualifications of place. Then, 
as for the place, as qualified by a certain quarter (East or West, &c.) or 
in the shape of the quarters East d&c., themselves—there can be no one 
particular country in the world that can be exclusively and invariably known 
as the Hast (the inhabitant of which would always exclusively be known as 
the Husterners, &c.) (and even if there be such a fixed place) as a matter of 
fact the Custom in question (f.2., the Holdka) is not found to bo limited exclu- 
sively and invariably within those limits; as we find that it is observed by 
many people residing outside the limits of the place called the ‘East’ ; 
while many people residing therein are found not to observe it. 

Thus then, for such names, there being no basis other than the 
place, the Customs, supported by Vedic texts as qualified by the parti- 
cular places (indicated by the names) could not have their prevalence de- 
pendent upon avy other cause than the relationships of these places, But 
asa matter of fact, we do not find the prevalence of these Customs re- 
gulated by these, either positively or negatively; as we find that the 
Holaka is observed by certain people not inhabiting the Eastern country, 
and also that it is not observed by some men of that country ; and henco 
we conclude that there can be no assumption of Vedic Injunctions qualified 
by specifications of place by means of certain names pointing to certain 
places. . 


The opponent finding in tho above argument a (fancied) support to 
his own.theory, springs forward with tbe following :— 


Sutra (20) “As the Custom could not be found to be 
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prevalent in other countries (the names cannot be held to be 
based upon the specifications of place).” 


“ If you have succeeded in refuting the fact of the names being based 
“upon specifications of place, we can easily point out another basis for 
“them. For certainly, if the names were based upon the specifications of 
“ place, then the Customs could not be found to be prevalent among other 
“ countries ; therefore we must find for them another basis in the shape of 
« Class, &o. 

“ Or, we may accept tho names by themselves, as independent of any 
“causes; even then, they could serve to qualify the Injunctions (or the 
“ Agents). For, all that we have got to do is to find a basis for the Cus- 
‘tom ; and this basis being found in the Vedic Injunction as qualified by 
“ by such Names, we do not stand in need of any further enquiry into the 
“basis of these Names. That is to say, the restriction of the authorita- 
“tive application of the Custom having been accomplished by means of 
“the Names, independently of any basis for themselves, there is no reason 
“ for assuming the fact of their being based upon specifications of place, 
“ specially when such specification has been found to be distinctly faulty.” 


To this, we make tho following reply :— 


Sutra (21) The names would be literally significant, like the 
word ‘ Mathura.’ 


The specifications of place are made on various grounds—as those of 
habitation, birth, or departure. That is to say, the name “ Easterner ” can- 
not be applied to any man, except upon one or other of the following 
grounds: (l) either he must be an inhabitant of the Eastern country 
or (2) he must have been born in that country, or (3) he must have come 
from that country ; and so forth. And thus we find that such Names 
are never independent of some sort of a connection with a place. 

And we have already shown that the prevalence of the Custom is not 
always in accordance with these names; since we find many inhabitants of 
that (Eastern) country not observing the Custom (Holdka) ; while, on the 
other hand, certain inhabitants of another country, whose fathers or 
grandfathers had originally migrated from the Eastern country, are still 
found to be keeping up the Custom. And hence we conclude that the 
Names could not serve to restrict the authority of tho Injunctions (sup- 
porting the local Customs). 

The Bhashya has explained the word “ Mathura” as also denoting 
one whe has started for Mathura; but the affix, that is present in the word 
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can be possible, only if the word be taken to mean ‘a messenyer going to 
Mathura’ in accordance with Panini’s sūtra: iv-iii-85; or, if applied to 
all men- that may be going to Mathura, the word cannot but be held to he 
used as such by untrustworthy (ignorant) men; as the affix could not be 
possible in the case of all persons going to Mathura being meant. 


Having thus found it absolutely impossible to infer an Injunction with 
qualifications specifying the agent, the Opponent proceeds to the theory 
that the Injunction assumed must refer to the special places, as constituting 
a part of the Custom itself. : 


Sutra (22) “The specification of place may be a property of 
the Action itself, like the sloping &c.” 


“Tu connection with certain sacrifices the Veda has declared that the 
“altar should be sloping towards the East and to the North, or to the 
“East only ; and just as these specifications of place are laid down as 
“parts and parcel of the sacrifices themselves (as itis only when per- 
“ formed upon such an altar that the sacrifices can bring about their proper 
“ results) ; so, in the same manner, the specifications of the Eastern coun- 
“try may be taken as laid down by the assumed Injunction, as forming a 
“ constituent part of the Custom itself (z.e., the Holaka can bring about its 
“ proper results only when performed in the Eastern country ).” 


To this we make the following reply : 


Sutra (23) Bat this too is similar to the qualification of the 
Agent. 


Just as the qualification of the Agent has been shown (in sūtra 18) to be 
inconstant (inexclusive) ; so also would be the qualification of place ; be- 
cause there is no strict fixity either of the “ Eastern Country, ” or of 
“ the country with black soil” (which are the two qualifications of place 
that have been cited in the Bhāshya). ‘That is to say, the country (fi. 
India) which is “ Eastern ” according to some people (of Afghanistan), is 
‘í Southern ” according to others (the Thibetans); and similarly there is no 
single country that could be exclusively spoken of as the “Northern ” or 
the “ Western.” And as for the presence of “ black soil,” it is found in 
many countries, and as such could not serve to distinguish any particular 
country among these. 

33 
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For these reasons, we conclude that the Injunctions of the Holaka, &c., 
cannot be qualified by any specifications of place &c., with reference to the 
men (inhabiting these places); because, as a matter of fact, we find that 
many people actually inhabiting “a country with black soil ’’ do not 
observe the Custom; while it is daly observed by people inhabiting 
other countries (with red soil) ; and hence any specifications of place cau- 
not be accepted as regulating or restricting the authority of the Injunc- 
tions assumed in support of such Customs, &c. 


PR D a OT ee LE rn 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[Treating of the necessity of using the correct forms of Words]. 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (24) “The Science of Grammar not having the charac- 


ter of Scripture, there could be no restriction to the usage of 
words.” 


“ In acase where a single word is found to be used variously with 
“entirely different meanings—e.g., in the case of the word ‘yava’ which is 
“ used in the sevse of the barley corn and also in that of long-pepper,— it 
“ has been shown above (Adhi. 5) that both meanings cannot be held to be 
“optional alternatives, because of all options being tainted by eight dis- 
“ crepancies ; also that the same word cannot be accepted as having differ- 
“ent meanings; as that would necessitate the unreasonable assumption cf 
“ various potencies in the same word ; consequently, the only method that 
“was found to be reasonable, was the taking of only ove meaning as the 
“ primary denotation of the word, all others being relegated to the second- 
“ary position ; and then again, it has been shown that we accept that mean- 
“ing of the word as authoritative which is supported by scriptural usage, 
“and as such, reject those that have their sole support in ordinary usage. 

“ But in a case where the single object, Cow, is found to be spoken 
“of by means of many words — such as ‘go’ (the Sanskrit word), and ‘gd@vi’ 
“ (and such other vernacular corruptions),—it is quite reasonable to accept 
“ the expressive potency of all these words, as they are found to be used 
“by old and experienced men; and there being no contradiction of the 
“ scriptural forms of words by the vernacular forms, and the Scriptures 
“ being in the form of sentences, their full functioning is always preceded 
“by that of the words (constituting the sentences); and as such the scrip- 
“ture can never reasonably have anything to do with the pointing out of 
“ certain words as correct or incorrect (stdhu or asddhu); because in that 
“case there would be a mutual interdependence (between the Words and 
‘the Scripture). That is to say, because the Action of the Scriptures 
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“ depends upon the ordinarily accepted significations of words, no words in 
“ordinary use can ever be differentiated by them as correct or incorrect. 

“In the caso of Sentences, as appearing in the Veda or in the Smrtis, 
“or as giving expression to certain usages, we accept the one that pre- 
“cedes to have a greater authority than that which follows ; because we 
“ perceive a distinct contradiction among them. In the case in question, 
“ however, this is not possible (i.e, the science of grammar pointing out 
“the correctness or incorrectuess of words cannot be accepted to be more 
‘authoritative than ordinary usage) ; because in this case, the order is 
“reversed ; that is to say, the correctness or incorrectness of words can 
“be acertained only by means of ordinary usage ; specially as correctness 
“and incorrectness are universally recognised as identical with expressive- 
“ness and inexpresstveness, respectively (7.¢., the word that expresses some 
“ meaning is accepted as correct, and that which is meaningless as incorrect ; 
“and whether a certain word expresses a meaning or not can be ascertained 
“only by ordinary usage). 

“Jt is only an indistinct sound, or single letters, or a conglomeration 
“of letters without any reference to their signification,—as for instance, 
“the letters of the alphabet repeated by the boy,— that can be said to be 
“incorrect (astdhu). That is to say, the sound made by the beating of a 
‘drum, the single letters ‘ ga,’ &c., pronounced either singly by themselves 
“or together with all of the same class (i.e. ka, kha, ga,gha and #),— 
“all these do not express any meanings; and as such are incorrect, And 
“in this case, it is only from ordinary usage that we ascertain the fact of 
“these sounds expressing no meanings, and hence being incorrect. On the 
“other hand, the vernacular words, ‘ g@vi’ and the like are found to be cap- 
“able of denoting the Cow, just as well as the Sanskrit word ‘ go’; in fact 
“they are quicker than the Sanskrit word in thoir action of denoting the 
“object, as they are used more commonly than the Sanskrit word. And 
“henco though all these words are denotative of the single object 
‘** Cow,’ yet, inasmuch as they are quite capable of expressing their 
“ meaning, they cannot but be recognised as correct ; exactly as the words 
“ ‘hasta,’ ‘kara,’ ‘ pdni,’—all signifying the hand—are all accepted to be ` 
‘* correct. 

“ Thus then, if the words ‘ gdvi,’ &c , be declared to be incorrect on the 
“ ground of their inerpressiveness (which has been shown to be the only 
“reason for tncorrectness), then such declaration, being in direct opposition 
“to a well-recognised fact of ordinary experience (that the words in ques- 
‘tion do actually denote the cow), cannot be accepted (as true). 

“If the Correctness or Incorrectness of words be said to,depend on cer- 
“ tain unseen transcendental facts, then, inasmuch as such correctness, &c., 
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“ are not found to be laid down in the Veda itself, they could not be accept- 
“ed on the strength of any other means of knowledge. (1) As for Sense- 
“ perception, the letters of all words, Sanskrit as well as Vernacular, are 
“equally perceived to be pure letter-sounds ; and we do not perceive, 
“by the senses, the correctness or incorrectness, of these letters, taken 
“either singly or in groups. (2) Nor can these be ascertained by means of 
‘Inference ; because as they are not amenable to Sense-perception, itis not 
** possible ever to perceive any invariable concomitance of these with any- 
‘“ thing. (3) As allhuman assertions are based upon Sense-perception and 
“ Inference, and Correctness, &c., have been shown to be not amenable to 
“ these, they cannot be held to be capable of being ascertained by means of 
“such assertions. (That is, we cannot accept a word to be correct or in- 
“correct because a man pronounces it to beso). While as for Vedic 
“ assertions, we have already shown (in the Arthavdda section) that when 
“they contain only descriptions of certain things or their properties, with- 
“out any connection with Injunctions or Prohibitions, they have no author- 
“ity. (That is, we do not accept the authority of a Vedic sentence that 
“ would merely describe a certain word to be correct). And the correctness 
“or incorrectness of words not having the character of an Action, it can 
“never form the object of an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

“It may be argued that, as correctness and incorrectness appear as In- 
“ struments in the Bhavana of Denotation (i.e., as we recognise the fact that 
“true denotation can be realised only by means of such and such words, 
“and that true denotation cannot be realised by means of such and such 
“ words), they can form the objects of Injunctions and Prohibitions. But 
“this is not possible; because it is absolutely impossible to assume end- 
“less Injunctive and Prohibitive texts, referring to each individual word. 
“ And then, too, when as a matter of fact, we have never come across any 
“authoritative list enumerating all the correct words, how is it possible 
“for us to have any idea of the Vedic texts authorising the use of each of 
“these words P And as for the incorrect forms of words, their number is 
“even greater than that of the correct ones; and as such it is absolutely 
“impossible for the use of each of these to be prohibited singly, like the 
“ prohibition of the eating of kalanja (the flesh of an animal killed by a 
“ poisoned arrow). In the case of such objects as the Vrihi and the 
“ Kalanja, we have distinct notions of the extent of the denotations of 
“these words, as restricted within certain well-defined limits of Class or 
“ Property, &c.; aud as such they are found to form the objects of Injunction 
“and Prohibition respectively. While sofar as the words ‘ go’ and ‘ gdvi,’ 
“ are concerned, they cannot form the objects of Injunction and Prohibition, 
“either as a definite Class or an Individual. Because correctness or incorrect- 
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“ ness is never perceived in the shape of a genus, either of objects or of proper- 
“ties, pervading over all individuals (z.e., all correct or incorrect forms of 
“ words are never perceived together as included in any class or as having 
“any property in common) ; and as such we cannot assume only two texts, 
‘one a general Injunction (‘all correct forms should be used’), and another 
“a general Prohibition (‘no incorrect forms should be used’) (the former re- 
“ferring to all correct forms and the latter to all incorrect ones). Because 
“all words—be they correct or incorrect—are equally included in the 
“ general class ‘ Word,’ and there are no two intermediate secondary classes 
“ that could refer to the two (the correct aud the incorrect word) separate- 
“ly, And hence if each individual word were to be enjoined or prohibited 
“then we would have to assume as many Injunctive and Prohibitive texts 
“as there are words ; and thereby the number of Vedic texts, assumed in 
‘support of the various Smrtis and the endless number of words, would 
“be more than the whole universe could contain. And as a matter of fact 
“it is not possible for even a millionth part of these to be directly declared, 
“and the text that is not directly declared cannot serve as the basis of 
“any Smrti; because we have already shown above that the Smrtis cannot 
“be said to be based upon such Vedic texts as can only be inferred (and 
“ not capable of being ever directly perceived), 

‘Nor is it possible for the Injunctions and Prohibitions to be based 
“upon the expressiveness or inexpresstueness of words ; because all words 
“correct or incorrect—are equally expressive. Hence we can have no 
“guch injunction as that ‘ one should use only expressive words’; because 
“such use is an established fact (there being no inexpressive words used) 
“(and as such it could not stand in need of an Injunction, which always 
“lays down something that is not got at by other means). Nor is it pos- 
“sible for us to have any such prohibition as that ‘ No inexpressive words 
“should be used’ ; because as there never is such a use, its prohibition 
“ would be useless and impossible. For we cannot have such Injunctions and 
“ Prohibitions as—‘ one should drink water,’ ‘one should not drink fire’— 
“ (because the former is unnecessary, and the latter impossible). 

“In the case of the Smrtis relating to the science of Grammar, it is 
“necessary that we should assume a Vedic text enjoining the use of 
“correct words, or one prohibiting the use of all incorrect words, or one 
“that combines the said Injunction and Prohibition. But writers upon 
“Grammar have preferably had recourse to the first alternative— bas- 
“ing their Science upon the Vedic text enjoining the use of correct 
“words. If the science of grammar were based upon the Prohibition of 
“the use of incorrect words, then,—inasmuch as these incorrect forms 
“are indefinitely innumerable, it would be absolutely impossible to have 
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“ any definite idea of the science ; and hence the writers have based it upon 
“ the Injunction of the use of correct words, which naturally (through Appar- 
“ent Inconsistency) implies the prohibition of the use of incorrect words ; 
“ just as in the case of the Smrti injunction—‘ Only five of the five-nailed 
“animals are fit for eating, ’—it implies the prohibition of the eating of all 
“ other five-nailed animals. In the case of the Injunction of the use of 
“the correct words, these words have got to be 1emembered. In both 
“ oases, the one (Prohibition or Injunction) implies the other also; and as 
“such the Injunction of the use of correct words also serves to give us an 
“idea of the impropriety of the use of incorrect words. 

‘Thus then, in the case of the Science of Grammar, whichever of the 
“three alternatives is employed, it becomes possible to include all cases 
“ within a definite compass ; and as such there may be some sort of definite- 
“ ness ; whereas it is absolutely impossible to have any definite idea of the 
“Injunction and Prohibition with regard to each individual word ; because 
‘tit is not possible for us to read up an endless number of sentences. And 
“it was with reference to this impossibility that the Bhashya has declared, 
“in the section on Holāka : ‘the word cannot be said to be expressive of 
“ either the Class or the Individual.’ And thus there being no basis for the 
“ Science of Grammar, in any Vedic texts, if must be concluded to be a 
**misconceived Smrti. 

“ And again, a fact that is already established by other means can 
“never be the object of a scriptural Injunction or Prohibition; and the 
“ word and its use in a definite sense are such as are already accomplished 
“ (or ascertained) by means of ordinary experience. 

“It may be argued that, even though the word isalready known, from 
“ ordinary experience, to have a definite meaning, yet the scriptures may 
“ point it out, for the sake of Dharma (as it is only that which is laid 
“ down in the scriptures that can be of any use in matters relating to 
“ Dharma) ; and as such the the science of the usage of worda(?.e., gram- 
“ mar) cannot but be accepted to have the character of a scripture. 

“ But this is not possible; because in the case in question there is no 
** object of restriction (Niyama). That is to say, it is only one whose appli- 
‘cation is uncertain that is restricted in its application by the scriptures ; 
“ while the word has its application or use always certain ; and as such it 
“oan never be an object of restriction. And one that has no application 
“at all (e.g., the incorrect word) can never be the object with regard to 
“ which anything else (the correct word) can be restricted. (That is to 
“say, that which is used cannot be said to bo differentiated from that 
“ which has never had an application). And certainly the words ‘ gāvi ' 
“ &. can be said to be such as have no application at all; in fact, we 
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“accept them to be actually used (or applicable to usage). Hence in both 
‘< cases, there is no possibility of Restriction. 

“ And again, what sort of a restriction would you assume: (1) either 
“that one should utter only correct words, or (2) that one should always 
“utter the correct words? If the (1), then it would not be a restriction 
“ (or differentiation) from the incorrect words, because there is no chance 
“of these being used (as by ‘incorrect words’ we only mean ‘ words with- 
“outa meaning,’ and these cannot be anywhere used). And if the (2), 
“then the man who is silent would be incurring a grievous sin (as infring- 
“ing the injunction of the continuous utterance of correct words). 

“ If the correct and the incorrect words were capable of being used 
“with regard to one and the same object, then alone could there be an oc- 
“casion for restricting the use to the correct word (and rejecting the in- 
“correct one); but according to you the incorrect word being absolutely 
‘meaningless can never be capable of being used anywhere: and as such 
“ any restriction of the correct word could not serve the purpose of pro- 
“ hibiting the use of such an incorrect word (because it is naturally pre- 
“ cluded from usage on account of its meaninglessness). 

“ The restriction may be said to serve the purpose of setting aside such 
“forms of words, as happen to be used, either through the natural incapa- 
“city of the talker (to pronounce the correct word) or through his igno- 
“rance. But this is not correct; because, as a matter of ordinary experience 
“ we fiud that if one is habituated, either through ignorance or incapacity, 
“to the use of an incorrect word, no amount of scriptures can dissuade 
“him from ita use. 

“ If it be urged that, ‘we do find incorrect words being used for the 
“ purpose of expressing certain meanings (and as such it cannot be argued 
“that there is no chance for an incorrect word being used), ’—we make 
“the following reply: as for such expressiveness, we often find people 
“having recourse to certain gestures and squints of the eye, &c., for the 
‘“ purpose of expressing certain meanings ; but we do not find any restric- 
“tions that would prohibit the use of such gestures, &c. Nor again can 
“ restrictions be said to serve the purpose of negativing the contrary ; as thie’ 
“ purpose is served by Parisankhya (or Negation); nor can the case in 
“question be said to be an object of Parisankhya; because there is no 
“ simultaneity in the case (the incorrect word not being used simultaneously 
“ with the correct one). 

“ Nor can the use of the correct word be said to bring about a trans- 
“ cendental result; because when the necessary explanation is found in the 
“facts of ordinary experience, it is not right to have recourse to the trans- 
‘‘cendental. That is to say, there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the case 
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“ that could justify the bringing in of the transcendental element. As for 
“ the declarations of certain transcendental results following from a correct 
“use of words, the sole purpose of these is to persuade other people to such 
“‘usago ; and as such they can be taken as mere Arthavada. 

“ And when there is no transcendental result, we cannot assume the 
“‘corréct use of words to bring about an Apūrva (an unique agency that 
“ would bring about certain results in the hereafter). 

“Nor can we ascertain the substratum of this agency of the Apūrva that 
“would be brought about by the said Restriction (of the usage to correct 
“ words) ; because such a substratum could be found only among the fol- 
“lowing: (1) the Word; (2) its meaning; (3) the Person addressed ; (+) 
“ the cognition (of the word and its meaning) ; (5) the speaker ; and (6) 
“the utterance. But none of these is possible; because, (1) as for the 
“Word, as it is distinctly uttered for the sake of another person, any 
“ Apūrva residing in it could be of no use (to the speaker himself). (2) 
“ As for the meaning, though as being the object of denotation, it is the 
“ primary factor in the case, yet it is found to be a part of the Word, even 
“in ordinary parlance, where there is nothing transcendental, in the shape 
“ of an Apūrva ; and as such the Apérva cannot in any way help the meaning. 
“ (3) As for the Person addressed, there can be no mention of such a per- 
“ son in the Restrictive Injunction (which would be in the form ‘one should 
“uge only the correct forms of words’) ; and any Apiirva brought about by this 
“ Injunction cannot in any way affect the Person addressed. (4) As for 
“ the cognitions (of the word and its meaning), these last only for a mo- 
“ment; and as such cannot serve as the receptacle of the Apūrva, 
“ which continues for a long time. (5) As for the Speaker, he occupies 
“only a subordinate position in the utterance of the correct word (2.e., in 
“the said Injunction, the primary factor is the correct Word, and the 
“ Speaker has only a secondary position); and as such he cannot be said 
“to be in any way affected by the Apurva brought about by the Restrictive 
“ Injunction ; specially as in this Injunction there is no word that could 
‘‘assign the primary importance to the Speaker, as there is in the case of 
“the Injunction ‘one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices’ (where the 
“clause italicised serves to attribute the primary importance to the 
“ Agent); nor do we find the genitive signifying any relationship of the 
“ Speaker, which could impart a primary importance to him. In the case 
“of such injunctions, as that ‘one should take his food, facing the East,’ 
“ and so forth, the Aparva that is brought about by facing the particular 
“ quarter is believed to affect the Agent, through the action of eating, which 
“serves a direct visible purpose of the Agent himself (the appeasing of 
“ hunger); in the case of utterance, on the other hand, the action (of 
“ utterance) is not found to serve any visible purpose for the Speaker ; and 
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“as such its conditions cannot be held to be analogous to those of the 
“ aforesaid eating, (6) Lastly, as for the utterance itself, as it is extremely 
‘transient, it is absolutely incapable, like Coguitions, to be affected by the 
“ Apirva. 

“Thus, then, the works relating to the Usage of Words (1.e., the works 
“on Grammar), not having a basis in the Veda, they cannot be held to 
“ servo the purpose of laying down rules helping the accomplishment of 
“ Dharma (either directly or through the medium of an Apirva) ; nor can 
“they be accepted to be Scriptures by themselvos (independently of the 
“authority of the Veda). 

‘¢ And it is with a view to this fact that we have the Sūtras I—iii—11, 
“12. 

“ Nor again can the works on Grammar be said to have the same position 
“as the Veda, and as such a self-sufficient authority. On the contrary, as 
“their very existence is due to human agency, they can have no authority 
“at all. Because in the case of all human assertions, what we conclude 
“from such an assertion, is only that this person knows the matter thus, and 
“ not that such is the real state of things. And hence as all that the works 
“on Grammar do is to givo expression to the view of the speaker, thoy can 
“never rightly help in differentiating the really correct or incorrect forms 
“of words. 

“Nor do we find any other Smrti treating of the snbject (of Gram- 
“ mar) ; and as such, the matter resting upon the sole authority of gram- 
“ matical works, the assumption of corroborative Vedic texts is not quite sọ 
“ easy as in the case of the Smriis treating of Upanayana, &c. (which are 
“treated of in many Smrti works). That is to say, the works of Mann, 
“ Vacishtha, Gautama and others, mostly treat of the same subjects, and as 
“such the authority of these being strengthened by the absence of any 
“ contradiction among themselves, it becomes a comparatively easy matter 
“ to assume corroborative Vedic texts. 

“The works on Grammar, however, do not treat of the same subjects 
“ag the said works of Manu and others. And aa for the various writers 
“upon Grammar itself, there are endless contradictions among the asser- 
“tions of the Sūtra (Panini), the Bhdshya (Patanjali), and the Varttka 
“ (Katyayana) ; how then can one ascertain what the truth is P 

“And again, Panini has not mentioned any purpose of the Science of 
“Grammar. And it still remains to be explained how he forgot to explain 
“the purpose, in such an extensive work. It is a general rule that when- 
“over a work begins to be written, its aim is always definitely stated, in 
“order to encourage the student in the study of the work; and as a 
“ matter of fact we actually find the aim definitely stated, even in the 
“casc of works whose aim is apparent from the very beginning ; as also 
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“in those for the getting up of which much effort is not required ; as for 
“instance, ‘we are going to explain Dharma,’ ‘ we are going to explain 
“ the sacrifices,’ and so forth. While, even though the Science of Gram- 
“ mar is extremely difficult, yet the Author when composing the Sütras, has 
“ not stated either Dharma (Duty) or Artha (Wealth), or Kama (Pleasure), 
* or Moksha (Deliverance) to be the aim of the science. And certainly it 
“was not proper for him to disregard the most important factor (in the 
“ treatment of a subject). Nor can it be held that the aim was too well- 
‘recognised to require a distinct mention; because it was so well-recog- 
“ nised, that even till now there is no unanimity among Grammarians on 
“ the point! 

“ (Nor is it possible for Dharma to be held to be the aim of the Science 
“of Grammar, because) Dharma too is described to consist in such actions 
“ of sacrifice, &c., as bring about certain definite results; and we do not 
“ find any such Actions laid down in grammatical works. It is truo that 
“writers on Grammar have held that the knowledge of the Science of 
“ Grammar, or the using of words in accordance with the rules therein 
“laid down, constitutes a Dharma; but this too is not as it should be, in 
“ the case of scriptural works. That is to say, the purpose or scope of a 
“ seripture is always of a well-defined form ; while in the case of Gram- 
“ mar, we find that there is no certainty upon the point. Ag for instance, 
“ Patanjali has declared that the knowledge of Grammar constitutes 
“ Dharma ; and Katyayana, fearing that such a conclusion would make the 
“knowledge of incorrect forms of words also Dharma (as the knowledge 
“of Grammar includes that of correct as well as incorrect forms), de- 
“clared that Dharma consisted in the using of words in accordance with 
“ Grammar ; and then again Patanjali reiterates his own theory that it 
“consists of the Knowledge of Grammar. And certainly, when there is 
“such a diversity of opinion on the point, we cannot ascertain exactly what 
“the Dharma is (that would be accomplished by the Science of Grammar). 

“Tt is a well-recognised fact that of two correlated things, if one is 
“held to have the character of Dharma, the other being only subsidiary 
“fto it, cannot itself be recognised as Dharma. And hence (of the two 
“ correlated things, the Knowledge of Grammar and the Using of Words 
“in accordance with grammatical rules) if the knowledge be accepted as 
‘having the character of Dharma, then the usage (of words) which is a 
“ well-established fact of ordinary parlance, being accomplished by means 
“of the said knowledge,—even though it (the Usage) is found to accord 
“a distinct help, it cannot be recognised as having any direct use; just 
“as the water that is left in curd after the solid particles have been 
“ removed is not accepted to have any direct use of its own.. Con- 
“versely, if the usage of words according to grammatical rules be taken 
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“as constituting Dharma, then the Knowledge of the Science having all its 
“ purpose fulfilled in the helping of the Usage, there is no desire on our 
‘part to seek for any other use for it; and hence even if we meet with 
“any Vedic texts speaking of results (as following from the Knowledge of 
“ Grammar), we must take them as mere Arthavadas, in accordance with 
“the arguments laid down under Sara IV—iii—i. And we have already 
“ explained (under Sétra I-—ii—4) that when two things treat of the same 
*“ subject, if one of them be recognised to be the means of accomplishing 
“a certain result, the other is not cognised as accomplishing the same re- 
“sult; as for instance, in the sentence— one who performs the Agva-, 
“ médha sacrifice, and also one who knows this passes beyond all sorrow, 
“ &c, ’—if the knowledge of the sacrifice be recognised as really bringing 
“about the said result, why could any person engage in the elaborate 
“ sacrifice itself ? 

“ And again, as the Science of Grammar itself has had a beginning in 
“time, we can never admit the character of Dharma to belong either to its 
“ knowledge or to a usage according to it. Nor do we find any Vedic texts 
“standing in need of Grammar. It is only when the knowledge is 
“afforded ky the eternal Veda that any action in keeping therewith can 
“be accepted as bringing about a transcendental result. The know- 
“ledge of Grammar, however, depends solely upon the works of human 
“ authors ; and as such the mention, in grammatical works, of transitory 
“ things &c. cannot be explained away by means of the arguments that we 
“ have employed with regard to the mention of such things in the Mantras 
“and Arthavaddas of the eternal Veda; and as such, they cannot be held 
“ to be treating of the same subjects as the Veda. 

“Nor is Grammar itself ever recognised as eternal ; because such 
“eternality is set aside by the mere fact of our being fully cognisant of 
“its propounders. If the eternality of Grammar were to be assumed on 
“ the ground of the eternality of the usage of words in accordance with its 
‘‘rules,—then too, the Science of Grammar being found to have been pro- 
“ pounded by many authors, it can never be admitted to have any basis in 
“ the Veda; in accordance with the law contained in the Sūtra I—i—29 
“ (and hence not being eternal, it cannot be the means of accomplishing 
“ Dharma), 

“ Nor is there any such (eternal) class as ‘ Vyakaranatva’; specially as 
“all collections of sentences (that make the works on Grammar) being 
“‘non-eternal (as composed by human authors), where could the eternal 
‘class subsist ? 

“It may here be urged that, ‘ the works on Grammar consisting of rules 
“ (lakshanas) and the subject of the rules (i.e. the words treated of and 
“ explained under the rules), though the former are the works of human 
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K authors and as such non-eternal, yet the latter being eternal, the existence 


“of (eternal) Vedic injunctions (in support of these) is quite possible. ’ 

“ But this cannot be; because the words being innumerable and en- 
“ tirely different (from one another), unless there is a rule or assertion 
“ embracing all of them, it is not possible for them to be spoken of in 
“any Injunctions, as we have shown above, (that in the absence of an all- 
“embracing assertion, we would require an endless number of Injunctions. 
“ And as the rules are non-eternal, there can be no Injunctions treating of 
“ them). 

“ Objection: ‘But we find the eternality of Grammar indicated by the 
“Veda itself when we read—tasmadéshu vyākrtā vdgudyate (then comes 
“forth a «ydkrta sentence) P’ 

“Eut it is not so; because all Vedic sentences being vyakrta (sancti- 
“ fied ot\ clarified) by a traditional course of study, the sentence quoted 
“refers to these same Vedic sentences that are uttered at sacrifices or 
‘‘ during the study of the Veda. That is to say, the Vedic sentence,—hav- 
“ing its form definitely ascertained by means of the regulations with re- 
“ gard to its consonants, vowels and accents, as handed down from teacher 
“to the disciple, in the course of an eternal tradition,—is spoken of as 
“‘wydkrta (clarified), in contradistinction to all ordinary sentences, 
“which are not so sanctified. And certainly there is a Dharma in the 
‘t knowledge of such Vedic sentences, as composing the Mantras and the 
“ Braéhmanas, as also in the performance of actions in accordance with In- 
“ junctions laid down in these. 

“The Grammarians quote the following passage from the Veda, in 
“ support of the theory that Grammar in itself affords the means of ac- 
“complishing Dharfaa: ‘A single word correctly known, duly used, in 
“accordance with scriptures, becomes a means of fulfilling all desires in 
“ Heaven and on Earth.’ But this also is in praise of Vedic study itself. 
“ In continuation of the Injunction that ‘ one should read the Veda every- 
“ day,’ we have an obligatory rule which lays down the necessity of the 
“daily reading up of even a single Rk, Yajush or Sdma; and in reference 
“ to this, we have the praise above quoted, which means that in a case one is 
“ unable to read up even a single complete Mantra, if he manages to utter 
“a single word as found in the scripture, that single word becomes a 
“ means of fulfilling all his desires ; the expression ‘ Cdstrdnvita’ thus mean- 
“ing that which is found in the Veda ; ‘ correctly used’ =uttered or studied 
“in full accordance with the regulations of study—such as Initiation, 
“living with the tutor, attending upon him, with the sacred Kuca in 
“ hand, and so forth. 

“ Another passage that they bring forward is—‘ Hence the Brahmana 
“should not behave like the Mleccha, i.e., he should not talk incorrectly, 
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“because an incorrect word verily is Mleccha.’ But this passage only 
“Jays down the prohibition of distorting the traditional readings of the 
“Veda. It is only the ordinary expression of the word that can be un- 
“ derstood as ‘apacgabda’ (incorrect word), as it would be at variauce with 
“ Vedic modes of expression ; and that which is at variance only with ordinary 
“ every-day expressions can never be known as ‘apagabda.’ Because even 
«such words as ‘g@vi’ &c., (which the orthodox Grammarian would call 
“an apagabda) are percoptible by the ear ; and as such they cannot but 
“ be accepted as denotable by the word ‘Cabda,’ as comprehended under 
“ the idea of ‘Cabda,’ and as included in the class ‘Cabda.’ If it is abso- 
*lutely necessary to apply the word ‘ apagabda,’ to expressions at variance 
“ with ordinary expressions,—then, we cannot apply it to the languages of 
“ tho Barbara and other countries not included within the sacred limits of 
“ Arydvarta defined as the country included between the Himalaya and 
“the Vindhya mountains, where the black deer roam about; because 
“with regard to the languages of such foreign countries, we have the 
“ prohibition, ‘One should not teach the language of the Mlecchas,’ and the 
“ above-quoted passag e speaks of ‘ Mleccha word’ as synonymous with ‘apa¢- 
“abda;’ therefore we must apply the word ‘ apaçabda’ to the words cuar- 
“rent in foreign languages (which are at variance with those current in 
" Aryadvarta). And as all practices and usages of these foreign countries 
“are prohibited for the Arya, it is only natural that they should avoid 
“their languago also. And further we can never apply the word ‘ Mlec- 
“ chic’ to any such words and expressions as ‘ g@vi’ &c., that are current in 
“ Aryavarta, because the Aryavarta can never be spoken of as ‘Mleccha ’ ; 
“and hence these words can never be spoken of as ‘apacahia’; specially 
“as an analogous word we have ‘apavrta’ (contrary conduct) ; and this 
“ig found to bo applied only to such conduct as is not permitted in 
“ Aryavarta. 

‘Another passage quoted by the Grammarian is—‘If one who has 
# taken to the Agnihotra happen to utter an apacabda, in expiation of 
“í this, he should perform the Sdrasvati sacrifice.’ But this only lays down 
an expiatory rite that is to bo performed if the person happen either to tell 
“a lie, or to distort a Vedic reading, or to pronounce a word of some foreign 
“lunguage ; and it does not refer to the use of words that may not be 
“sanctioned by the comparatively modern rules of Grammar. Because if 
“the use of words at variance with those sanctioned by these rules were 
“so very sinful, how could all Agnihotris deviate from this rightful path 
“ (and we actually find them making use of such words as ‘g@vi’ and the 
“ like)? Or, how could they escape from being cried down as vulgar? As 
“a rule, we find that in the case of persons who have their minds always 
‘engaged in the performance of Dharma, it is only once in aaway that they 
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“ can be found slightly infringing any rules (of conduct or of speech). And as 
“a matter of fact, we do not find the using of such words as ‘ g@vi, ’ and the 
“like marked down as an ‘infringement’; nor do we find people having 
“any doubts or aversion to their use, as they have to the cating of Kalanja 
“(flesh of an animal killed by a poisoned arrow). And even if we take the 
“cases of a thousand Agnihotris, we do not find anyone of them to be 
“ using only such words as are sanctioned by the modern rules of Grammar. 

“ Even among the authors of the Kulpas, the Sutras, works on Smrti, 
“ Mimānsä and the Grhyas, many excellent writers are found to be 
“making use of words at variance with the rules of Grammar. For 
“instance, in the Kalpa of Macgaka, we meet with such sentences as 
“ Samanamiteram Jyotishtoména,’ which is in imitation of the rule 
“<< Samanamitarat gyévéna,’ and which has the ungrammatical form 
“< itaram’ in the place of, ‘itarat.’ In the sétras, we read—‘ Sadasi 
“ stuviran,’ where ‘ stuviran’ is in the A/manepada which is a highly un- 
“ grammatical form ; as the result of the action of hymmning does not per- 
“tain to the person hymning, and as such the proper form would have 
“ been the Parasmaipuda, as in ‘yajanti yajakih.’ So too wo find Agva- 
“ldyana saying—'‘ pratyasitva prayagcitiam &.,’ where the word ‘ pratya- 
“ situa’ being a compound, the correct past participial affix to use would 
“have been ‘lyap’ (and not ‘kirā’); and again, we find him saying 
“c Ajy6nakshini ayya,’ where there being no compound in ‘afya,’ ‘ lyap’ 
“was not the right affix to usc. Narada says in his Ciksha—‘ pratyushe 
“ brahma cintayët, > where the word ‘ pratyishé ’ (instead of ‘ pratyishasi ’) 
“isas ungrammatical as the words ‘ gāvī’ and the like. We find Manu him- 
“ self saying—‘ jndtarah santi métyuktva,’ where the correct form would 
“ have been ‘ më tfyukivd,’ and still he has disregarded the rules of Gram- 
“maron the point and has merged the ‘i’ of ‘iti’ into the ‘8’ of ‘ma. 
“ In the Mimānsā, wo have the sūtra ‘ gavyasya ca tadādishu, ’ ( viii-i-18) 
“where tho word ‘ gavya,’ applicable, according to approved grammatical 
“ rules, to something proceeding from the body of the cow, has been applied in 
“the sūtra to the ‘ Garémayana’ sacrifice. Then again, we have the sūtra 
& ¢ dyāvostathēti cét, where the word ‘ dy@voh’ is wrongly used for ‘ dydvd- 
“ orthivyoh.’ So also we find the author of the Grhyas speaking of mir- 
“ ‘dhanyabhijighrdnam’ instoad of ‘ miurdhanyabhighranam.’ Through- 
“out the Nirukta, we find many words used against all rules of grammar ; 
“such, for instance, as the assertion ‘ brahmané bravandat,’ which oceurs dur- 
“ing the interpretation of the word ‘brahmana’ as occurring in the mantra 
“¢ Samvatsaram gicdydnd’ &c., where the word ‘ brahmana’ is explained 
“ as apylying to one who is capable of speaking or explaining ; and here the 
“ proper form to use would have been ‘ braéhmano vacanat’ and not ‘ brava- 
“mat;’ because in such cases the root ‘ bri’ is transformed into ‘ vaci,’ 
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“ according tho sūtra ‘bruvé vacth’ (Panini [I—iv—53). And as for Puranas 
“and Itihasas, there is no ond of such ungrammatical words in them, as 
“for instance, ‘ubhabhya’ which is applied by tamers of elephants, 
“ Royal Princes and others, to such elephants as are capable of striking with 
“ both tusks simultaneously; and this is not in keeping with any rules of 
“grammar. Even inthe Veda, we find many forms that are not in accord- 
“ance either with general grammatical rules, or with those rules that have 
“ been framed with special reference to Vedic usage. 

“ Nor can these anomalies in the Veda be said to be in accordance with 
“such grammatical rules as lay down exceptions with reference to the 
“ Veda—as for instance, ‘the rules with reference to the terminations &c., 
“are not always observed in the Veda,’ or that ‘in the Veda there are 
“many anomalies,’ and so forth. Because there are certain instances 
“where even these exceptions do not serve to justify the uses. E.g. 
‘6<madhyé Gpasya,’ where the change of ‘ apam’ into ‘ dpasya’ is inno way 
“ justifiable; so also in ‘ nicinavaram,’ where instead of the word ‘dvdra i 
“we have ‘vāra’ which is found nowhere elso except in the Lite 
“ language. 

“ From these considerations we conclude that there is no use of hav- 
“ing any rules with regard to the uses of words as are laid down in gram- 
“ matical works, for the simple reason.that no such rules can take in all 
“ the words that are used. 

“ And further, even those who occupy the utmost pinnacle of gramma- 
“ tical knowledge, are actually found to be making use of such ungrammatical 
“ forms of words as ‘ gdvt’ and tho like. For instance, in the Sätra (Pani- 
“ ni), the Vdrttka (of Katyayana) and the Bhashya (of Patanjali), we 
“ come across many corrupt forms of words. And certainly those sitting 
“on the horse, could never forget of tho horse’s existence, if they had the 
“ slightest intelligence. 

“ For instance, we have the sétra ‘ Janikurtuh prakrtth’ (Pauini—l-iv- 
“ 30), where we find two grammatical mistakes; the word ‘ Juni’ signifies 
“ the root ‘jan’ (to produce), and certainly the sūtra docs not lay down 
“the Ablative termination for the producer (kartā) of the root; and the 
“word ‘Jani’ never being capable of signifying ‘that which is produced,’ 
“< Janikarty’ can never mean the ‘ producer,’ (which is what was really 
“ meant); and hence we conclude that the word ‘ Janikartr’ is as in- 
“correct in the sense of ‘producer, as the word ‘açva’ in the sense of 
“© poor.’ (2) The second mistake is that the compound ‘ Janikartuh’ itself is 
“absolutely ungrammatical, being a direct infringement of the sūtra ( Pani- 
“nì IT-1i-15) that lays down that thore can bo no compounding with the 
“ nominatives ending in the affixes trc and aka; as here we have the com- 
“pounding of the word ‘kartr’ (kr and trc); so also in the sire 
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“ prayojako hetugea,’ (Panini I-iv-55) where we have the compounding of 
“ the word ‘ proyojaka ’ which ends in ‘ aku.’ 

“So also in the Vartika (of Katyayana), we meet with the sentence, 
‘**dambhérhalgrahanasya jatvvdcakatvat siddham,’ where the compound 
“< jättväçaka ’ is an infringement of the sitra II-ii-15 (the word ‘ vdcaka’ 
“ending in ‘aka’). And again, we read— dnyabhdvyantu kālaçabdāvya- 
“ vayat,’ and here, in the first place, the compound in ‘ dnyabhavya’ itself 
“is not easily explicable; and even when we are able to explain the com- 
“pound, the name ‘compound ’ would preclude the name ‘ adjective’; and 
“as such we would have the affix ‘shyañ’ used in a word which is not 
“an Adjective; and this would be an infringement of the sūtra of Panini 
“'V-i-124 (and then too the affix would be absolutely useless, as it would 
“ not change the meaning of the original word). 

“In the Bhashya (of Patanjali) too, we find the expression ‘aviravt- 
“ kanydyéna,’ which is a, Tatpwrusha compound containing within itself a 
“ Dvandva compound (avigca avikagea = aviravakau, aviravikayoh nydyena= 
“ aviravikanydyena); and here, it was absolutely necessary to delete in the 
“ former compound the nominative termination in the first ‘ avth,’ in accor- 
“ dance with the sūtra of Panini Il-iv-71; but this has not been done in 
“ the expression cited (the correct form of which should have been ‘ avya- 
“ vikanyāyëna’). And again, we read—anyathaikrtva coditam anyatha- 
“ kriva paribarah’; where we find that the affix ‘namul’ has not been 
“used even though its use is distinctly laid down by Pānini in sūtra 
“ TII-iv-27. 

“ Nor can the use of the above expressions be justified on the ground 
“of their being ‘nipdias’ (grammatical forms assumed to be correct) and 
“as such quite correct. We can apply the mechanism of the ‘ nipata’ 
“only to those words that are not found to be subject to any other rules. 
“ For those however that come directly under certain rules, their use is 
“entirely barred by such rules (if the use is against them). Because 
“we have already shown above that when there is contradiction between 
“usage and Smrti, the latter always sets aside the former. And in the 
‘‘instance cited above, we find the expressions Janikartuh,’ d&c,, to be 
“directly against certain distinct rules. A word is said to be correct on 
“ the ground of its being a nipāta, only when it is not found to be against 
“ any direct Rule; because in that case, there being no Smrti (i.e, Rule) 
“ applying to the word, the mere fact of its being used is made the ground 
“of assuming a rule relating to the parts of the word; and thereby the 
“word may be justified. 

“Some people might argue that the rules (laid down by Panini) are 
“ not applicable to the language of the rules (the sūtras) themselves ; be- 
“cause it is impossible for anything to have an action upon itself, and 
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“ bacause that which is the ‘ lakshana ’ (the means of pointing out) cannot 
“ itself be the ‘lakshya’ (the object pointed out), 

“ But wo cannot admit of any such arguments; because the word 
“ appearing in one sūtra can very well form the object of, and he amenable 
“ to, the definitions (and rules) contained in another stra, exactly as. one 
“word is always capable of being pointed out by another word. (And thie 
“would not be a case of anything having an action upon itself). 

“And as a matter of fact, we find the Mahabhashya itself applying 
‘‘one rule or sitfra (of Pānini) to another stira’; as} for instance, we read 
“under sūtra I-i-I1—‘ why have we not here the K instead of the final O ?’ 
“ this question distinctly showing that sira L-i- is meant to be amenable 
“to sūtra VIII-ii-30; and again under sūtra II-i-1, we read—‘ koyam gab- 
“ dah’ &c,, which goes on to explain the word in question in accordance 
“ with another sūtra. And as a matter of fact, if sūtras were not applicable 
“to sūütras, whole works of grammar would form a mass of mistakes. And 
“any half-and-half application of the rules would make. the work entirely 
“ untrastworthy. 

“ Some people might argue thus: ‘The rule that one should use only 
“ correct words is laid down with special reference to the words used dur- 
“ing the performance of a sacrifice, and not to those used in the sūtiras or 
“in their commentaries.’ 

“ But this is not right; (1) because the using of correct words is 
“spoken of as ‘bringing about all desirable results in this world as well as 
“in heaven’; and (2) because otherwise the mention of ‘one who has 
“ taken to the fire’ (Agnihotri) would be absolutely redundant in the 
“ Vedic text which lays down that if such. a person utters an incorrect 
“ word he should perform the Sdrasvati sacrifice, because the person enga- 
“ ged in a sacrifice is always ‘one who has prepared the fire’; and hence if 
“ the using of correct words were necessary for hiw only, it would not be 
“necessary to mention such a person in the above text laying down the 
“ Sarasvaté sacrifice. 

“In the chapter on Jyotishtoma, we read—‘ tasmad brahmanairna 
s mlécchitavat’ (said with reference to the Vajasnéyis) ; and though this 
“ occurs with special reference to the performance of a. sacrifice, yet in this 
“ case, the word ‘ mlécchitavat’ means the distorting of the readings of the 
“ Veda established by tradition, or the using of the language of the Mléo- 
“ chas, as we have already shown above. (And hence this text can have no: 
“ bearing upon the point at issue). 

“Then again in the Mahdbhashya, we find that, having put the question 
‘which are the words here treated of?’ the author replies—‘ the 
“words Vedic as well as worldly,’ where the words used in the Veda are re- 
“ presented as something absolutely different, from those. in ordinary usg. 
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* But as a matter of fact, wa find almost all the words in the Veda to bag 
“the same that are met with in ordinary usage; and as such only a very 
“slight differentiation, if any, was needed. And hence an assertion like 
“the above—expressing as it does an absolute differance between them— 
“ cannot be justified. 

“Again, the Mahabhashya has cited the words ‘gawh,’ ‘ gavah,’ &., 
“as being those met with in ordinary usage; but this is not quite right; be, 
cause all these words are found in the Veda also; and have been borrow» 
“ed from the Veda itself. It is only such words as are spoken of in the 
f eniras as boing used in ‘ ordinary usage only,’ that should have been cited 
“(as the examples of words in ordinary usage). In the same manner, as 
“# examples of f Vedic words,’ the Mahabhashya has cited—‘ Cunno dévirabhish- 
s tayé So. Jc.;’ but this too is not correct; because the words contained in 
“ these—— Cam &c.’—are also met with in ordinary usage; and the parti- 
‘cular order in which they occur in the particular sentence cannot justify 
‘us in speaking of them as exclusively ‘ Vedic,’ Nor does Grammar treat 
f of sentences, And hence it is only such purely Vedie forms ag ‘ grbh- 
gam, 'datvāyātha ’ and the like, that should have been cited here; and 
“nob ‘Canno dévt &c.’ But such purely Vedic forms could not be come 
# patible with another declaration of the Mahabhadshya—that ‘ the meanings 
+ of words are known from ordinary usage’ (hecanse the purely Vedic forms 
can never have their meanings ascertained by ordinary usage). 

“ And on the other hand, if Grammar treated of only such words 
“ as are met with io ordinary usage, it could refer to only sych words as 
S‘ gave’ and the like; as it is only these that are exclusively ‘ worldly,’ 
“never being met with in the Veda, And as for the words ‘gauh’ and 
“the like, they can certainly be said to have been borrowed, in ordjnary 
‘s usage, from the Veda itself, As says Manu; ‘ Hach of the varjoys 
‘works on Smrti &c., were composed out of the Veda itself.’ And as q 
matter of fact, even nowadays we find that persons learned in the 
s Vedas, make use of whole sentences from the Veda, even in giving ex- 
‘* pression to thoughts relating to every-day life; and in that caso, it is by 
“no means impossible for single words to have been borrowed from the 
* Veda, 

‘ Then again, the words contained exclusively in the Veda, having their 
‘forms indelibly fixed by the well-regulated traditional system of the 
# setting up of each individual word therein contained, do not stand in 
need of auy rules or definitions (for the poiuting oub of the correct 
s forms of words), specially as for these there ean be no better, or more 
F authoritative, means of comprehending than the Teacher himself, 
And in fact Panini himself has declared the rules and definitions to be 
“dependent upon the Yeda, which clearly shows that these rules can hayo 
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“very little use, with reference to the purely Vedic forms of words. i 
“ Because the laying down of any rules with regard to Vedic words would 
“be as useless as the laying down of rules for agriculture &c., which are 
“matters of ordinary every-day experience. 


“The Mahābhāshya has pointed ont various uses of the Science of 
“ Grammar, chief among which are (1) Raksha, (2) Üha, (3) Agama, (4) 
“ Laghu, and (5) Asandéha; but none of these is tenable; because all these 
“are accomplished by means other than Grammar, which is found to be 
“ of very slight, if any, use in them. 

“ (1) As for ‘ Raksha’ or the preserving of the Veda, the greatest 
‘* means of this protection consists in the relationship of the Teacher and the 
“pupil; because it is a well-known fact that the form and order of the 
“ Vedic sentences which have got nothing to do with grammar, have been 
“ kept intact only on account of the fact of their being continually studied ; 
“and the slightest disarrangement in the order has been said to be a very 
“serious offence; (which is not pointed out by Grammar, according to which 
“any difference in the order of the sentence is not a matter of any conse- 
‘“ quence). And with regard to this, it has been said—‘ That by means 
“of which the object in question is fully comprehended is accepted as its 
“ lakshana or definition; and that which leaves off even the hundredth 
“ part of the object, can be accepted to be of very little use in the matter.’ 
“ That is to say, the traditional system of teaching the Veda is found to 
“ have ever been the means of keeping intact, everything in connection 
“with it; while Grammar deals with the single factor of words, and leaves 
“ off all the more important ones, of the sentence, its order &c.; and as 
“guch Grammar cannot be held to be of much use, in matters relating to 
“the Veda, specially in the preserving (Raksha) of it. 

« We also find that even in what is known as the Sama Vēda, there are 
“certain rules and definitions; and it is these that are proper and useful, 
“ helping the accomplishment of all things (in connection with the Samé); 
“while, ou the other hand, the Grammar has got very little use with ge- 
“gard to what should be done. That is to say, in the Aucchicya section 
“of the Sadmavidhina, we find all the parts of the Sama defined in accor- 
“ dance with a definite order; and this helps us to all the information that 
“we want with regard to the form of the Sama; and these definitions 
“ serve the further purpose of dividing the Sdma into its five parts of the 
*« Prasiava &c., specially at the time that we are passing from one verse to 
“another. While as regards the Grammar, as its sole use lies in the defi- 
“ ning of certain forms of words only, it can have but very little use in the 
“keeping of the Vedas, which are collections of various combinations 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 277 


“ of words and sentences, and which can never have their words newly 
“created or formed. For a person who could keep up the words and sen- 
“ tences, and the various combinations of these, as contained in the Veda, 
“by the help of the rules &c., detailed in the Veda itself,—he could cer- 
“ tainly successfully keep up, by the same means, the idea of the roots and 
“affixes d&c., (and for this small matter of roots &c., there can be no use 
“of a different branch of study in the shape of Grammar). 

“ And again, if the persons learned in the Veda would believe in the 
“fact of the Veda being kept up by means of the Grammar, whenever 
“they would have any doubts on any point relating to the Veda, they 
“would proceed to the Grammarian to have them removed. But (asa 
‘““matter of fact the means of keeping up the Veda being contained in the 
“ Veda itself, why should the Vaidika seek the help of the Grammarian ; 
“ because) when a person has a vessel full of water hanging by his own 
“ gide, wherefore should he seek after other sources of water for washing 
“his hands? And even in ordinary life we find that when a man wants 
“ to know something, he betakes himself to persons that are recognised to 
“ bo authorities on the subject in question. For instance, the Ayurvéda be- 
“ing the science most needed in regard to medication, it is from the 
“ doctors of that science that people learn all about the nature and the 
‘“‘ medicines of diseases. 

“In the same manner, whenever in the mind of the Vedic student 
“ there arise doubts or misconceptions with regard to the words and sen- 
“ tences of the Veda, the only persons that afford any help in clearing 
“away the difficulties, are the more advanced among his own fellow- 
“students of the Veda, and not the grammarians. Hence, as a matter of 
“fact, we find that the whole of the Veda is kept up by means of these 
“students themselves; and even when there are actual mistakes in the 
“accents and the letters, the Vaidika stndent never condescends to seek 
“ the help of the teachers of other sciences (which they consider to be far 
“ beneath their own science of the Veda). And hence, the teachers of the 
“Veda, who are exceptionally devoted to the good of their disciples and 
“always anxious to help them in their difficulties, are the only persons 
“ that help in keeping up the Veda; and hence it is this traditional system 
“ of teaching alone that can be admitted to be the means of the Veda being 
“ kept intact. 

“ And thus we find that the Science of Grammar cannot be said to be 
“ studied for the purpose of preserving the Veda. 

“ And as for ordinary parlance too, all that is necessary, in the way 
“ of talking and writing—even of poetical works and the rest—is actually 
* found to be accomplished, even without any Grammar, by the help of the 
languages themselves. 
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“ Even though found to serve no useful purpose in ordinary talk- 
“ing &o., the Science of Grammar may be held to have its use inthe composi» 
“tion of Sanskrit poetry, exactly as the rules and regulations contained in 
“the several Praikrta Grammar &c. have their use in that of Prakrta 
“ poetry and drama &,,—yet (we could explain the sūtra as that) the 
“Science of Grammar uot affording the rules and regulations with ro- 
“ regard to the composition of poetry, and such compositions being capable 
“of being accomplished by means of the mere languages themselves, the 
“said grammar could not rightly be accepted as laying down any proper 
“ rules for the usage of words. Even in the matter of the ornaments of 
“ Poetry, grammar is not found to be of mugh use; on the contrary, it is 
only on account of the restrictions of grammar that authors are often 
“ obliged to use distinctly unmelodious and unrythmical words and ex- 
“£ pressions. 

“Then again, the mere fact of a certain word being grammatically 
“ correct, cannot justify us to use it, if it happens to be one that is not ac» 
“cepted in ordinary usage; and as for the words that are already estab- 
“ lished in ordinary usage, any rules or definitions would be absolutely nse» 
s less, 

‘s And thus we find that even in ordinary parlance, Grammar cannot 
“ serve the purpose of keeping up any words or expressions ce. 

(2) Asfor Üha (Conjecture or supplying of ellipses), the Science of 
“ Grammar can serve no useful purpose in this conjecture or supplying of 
* words; because this purpose is distinctly found to be served by other 
‘means, exactly like the differentiation of that which can be thus supplied 
s from that which caunot (which differentiation is done by the science of 
s Mimānsā itself), 

“ For instance, the Mantras that are employed in the Primary sacri- 
‘t fice,—on such grounds as (1) the fact of their having a direct bearing 
“upon it, (2) that of their serving a certain visible purpose with regard 
H to it, (3) that of their forming an integral part of the sacrifice itself, 
in these five cases, there can be no conjectural modifications made in the 
* Mantras, when they come to be employed at the corresponding subsidiary 
“ sacrifices. While in eases other than those thus specified, the Mantras 
‘‘undergo conjectural modifications, according to the special purposes that 
t present themselves. 

“And when one ean obtain all these informations from other sources, 
* independently of the Science of Grammar, how conld he fail to get at the 
“ proper words to give expression to these? Az all times, the Veda is the 
‘only Model or Receptacle (of words and expressions); and as such, 
people conid yery easily get all the words that they want from the Veda 
“itself (and there would be no use of Grammar in this), And again, 
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“ when we find such words as ‘ givi’ and the like being actually used with 
“yveference to certain definite objects, how could this well-established 
“ usage be ever set aside ? 

“ As regards the words signifying the names of deities, we have the 
“ Jaw laid down under sūtra X-iv-23, which shows that they are employed 
“in the sacrifices in the very form that is pointed out by the parts of the 
“ same or other sentences, in accordance with the procedure laid down in 
“ the original Injunction, without the slightest reference to any considera- 
“ tions of the correctness or otherwise of one or the other of the various 
“synonyms of words. And on this point we have certain Sciences, like 
“the Kalpasittras and the Mimansd, which serve to point ont the use of 
“the said names in regard to Dharma. 

“ As for the words that signify the substances and their properties 
“ &c., these have their complete forms pointed out by the objects lying near 
“tho person concerned, and as such come to be used in connection with 
“ the sacrifice; and hence there being no chance for the use of any words 
“ not so pointed out, even though there may be certain words (denotative 
“ of substances and properties) that are used with reference to an object 
“ meant to supply the deficiencies in the Mantras concerned,—yet their 
“ use cannot be regulated by the Science of Grammar, as this is not found 
“ to have any bearing upon such usage. The use of Mantras in the Primary 
“ sacrifice is in accordance with certain scriptural Injunctions, (contained 
“in the Veda), while in the subsidiaries, their use is regulated by the 
“ exigencies of the circumstances and objects concerned ; and this does not 
“ necessarily consist of only such forms of words as are in keeping with 
“ grammatical rules. 

“ As for the rules of Grammar itself, they cannot have any basis in the 
“ Veda; and as they are the products of the human brain, they cannot have 
“an injunctive force; and as they are found to have their own authority 
“ shaken by the additions and alterations, deletions and contradictions, 
‘contained in the sitras themselves,—to contain in themselves endless 
“ discrepancies in the modifications of roots and affixes that are gratuitous- 
“ly laid down (in grammatical works),—and to depend upon such known 
“human agencies as those of Panini and others,—they can never be ac- 
“ cepted as scriptures bearing upon the eternal use of words during the 
‘í performances of the eternal sacrifices. 

“ Thus then, those persons who are experts in the knowledge of the 
“ sacrifices and their accessories, having all their necessary conjectural 
“ modifications accomplished by means of the usage of words in the Veda 
“and in ordinary parlance,—what would be the use of Grammar (in re- 
“ gard to. auch Conjectures)? 

“ And it is with a view to this well-known incapability: of the Science 
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“of Grammar to accomplish any such conjectural modifications (in the 
“ Mantras) that the Commentators (on the Kalpasiitras) have declared 
“as follows: ‘The subsidiaries (Purdndtyad, §c.), the names of relations 
“(t mother, &c.), the organs of sense (the Sun as the Eye)— these do not 
‘undergo any conjectural modifications; as we find in the case of the 
“ Adhrigu Mantra (Dévydth gamitdrah, §c.)’ (this shows certain cases where 
“such modifications are possible, and certainly these cannot in any way be 
“ affected by the rules of Grammar). 

(3) “The third use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya speaks of is 
“ Agama or Scripture; but in that case, wherefore has not the study of the 
“Yeda been described as the result of sacrifices? Thatis to say, the serip- 
“ture is known to be the origin of all that has to be done in the way of 
“ sacrifices, and not as their purpose (and hence to assert the scripture to 
“ be the purpose served by the rules of Grammar would be as reasonable 
“as to declare the study of the Veda to be the result of the sacrifices laid 
“down in it). 

“ If it be urged that what the Mahābhāshya means is that the use of 
“ Grammar is that which is pointed out as such, in the scriptures ;—even 
“ this could not hold water; because we do not find any such use mentioned 
“in the scriptures; and also because the text that is brought forward in 
“support of the study of Grammar distinctly mentions the fact of such 
“study not serving any purpose. ‘That is to say, the Vedic text in ques- 
“tion is—‘the Veda with all its six subsidiary sciences is to be studied 
“without a view to any result’; and this distinctly shows that the study 
“of grammar has no use. As for scriptures, we do not admit of any such, 
“apart from the Vedic texts themselves; and certainly, how could the eternal 
“ Veda contain any injunctions with regard to the study of the rules of 
“ grammar, which have had a beginning in time P 

“ Thus then, we see that the only Injunction that we actually have in 
“the Catapatha Brahmana is that ‘the Veda should be studied,’ which 
“lays down the study of the Veda alone; and this is the only Injunction 
“ that could be found in the Veda; as this is the only one that refers to an 
“eternal subject of study. Aud as for the Injunction of the study of gram- 
“ mar or any other of the subsidiary sciences, we do not find any such in 
“any branch of the Veda. And again that (grammar) which consists of 
“things (rules) that have had a beginning in time, cannot be said to have 
“the character of the Veda, or to have a self-sufficient authority; as both 
“these facts are dependent upon eternality. 

‘And asa matter of fact, Grammar has got no claims to be count- 
“ed among the ‘subsidiary sciences’ of theVeda; because it does not serve any 
“necessary purpose with regard to the Veda; nor does it form an integral 
“part of it. That is to say, none of the six means of interpretation— 
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“ Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Context, Syntactical Connection 
“ Position or Name—points to Grammar as serving any useful purpose 
“ with regard to the Veda; and as for being an integral part of the Veda 
“ how could that which has had a beginning in time form part of that which 
“ is eternal? 

“For these reasons, we must explain the expression ‘the Veda with 
“its six subsidiary sciences’ as referring to its constituent parts, in the 
“following manner: The ‘six subsidiaries’ referred to must be taken to 
« be the six means of interpretation—Direct Assertion &c.; as it is only 
“ when interpreted through these that the Veda becomes capable of rightly 
“ pointing out Dharma. 

‘‘An objection is here raised: ‘If the subsidiaries referred be taken 
‘as those contained in the Veda itself (4.e., Direct Assertion, &c.), and not 
“as anything outside it (as Grammar, Nirukta, &c.), then in that case the 
“ qualification with the siz subsidiaries would be absolutely meaningless. 
“Specially as we can have a qualification, only when such a one is possi- 
‘ble, and when a qualification is actually needed for the purpose of set- 
“ ting aside certain incongruities (or contradictions); and certainly as there 
“is no incongruity in the Veda with regard Direct Assertion &c., what 
“could be specified by a qualification of these subsidiaries? [That is to 
“say, Grammar not being invariably concomitant with the Veda, a 
“ qualification is needed in order to make it an object of study together 
“with the Veda; while Direct Assertion, &c., are always contained in the 
“ Veda; and hence any qualification of these would be absolutely mean- 
“ ingless ].’ 

“Reply: Our firm conviction is that one who studies the Veda, 
“ with a full knowledge of these—Direct Assertion, &c.,—and a due differ- 
“ entiation of these, by means of the causes, forms and results (of actions) ,— 
“he alone fulfils in full the conditions of the said Injunction (that one 
“ should study the ‘ Veda with its six subsidiaries ’). 

“Or, we might take the expression should study in the sense of should 
“ understand or know; and in that case the said Injunction would mean 
“that one should know the Veda as consisting of Direct Assertion, &c. Or, we 
“could take the expression ‘ Vedodhyéyah’ as ‘vedah dhéyah’ (and not as 
‘“¢yedah adhyéyah’), the meaning of the Injunction being that one should 
“ contemplate on or ponder over the Veda, which has all its meanings mani- 
“ fested by means of Direct Assertion, &c. 

“Thus we find that the said Injunction lays down the pondering over 
“ the meaning of the Veda, in the way shown in the Mimansa sūtras; and 
“ it can never be taken as laying down the study of Grammar. 

“Then again, as a matter of fact, we have certain grammatical facta 
“in the Veda itself; and the said Injunction of the study of the six 

36 
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‘subsidiaries may be taken as referring to the Grammar that is contained 
“in the Veda. As for instance, the Veda points out the reason why the 
“ curd is called ‘ dadhi, and so forth ; aud in this way we have in the Vedic 
“ Arthavadas, many grammatical and etymological explanations of words. 
“ And the said Injunction may be taken as laying down the study of the 
“ Injunctive portions of the Veda, together with the Arthavadas that con- 
“ tain such explanations. 

“Or again, there are certain Pratigdkhyas in relation to each branch 
“of the Veda, which are studied with as much regard as the Veda itself ; 
“and as these are actually found to be of use in matters relating to the 
“ Veda, they can certainly be taken as the ‘Subsidiaries’ of the Veda. 
“That is to say, those that are actually found to have a certain use (or 
“ operation) in regard to the Veda, cannot but be accepted, by that fact 
“ alone, as its subsidiaries ; but this cannot be said with regard to the works` 
“of Panini and the rest, which only here and there treat of Vedic senten- 
“ces; and that too, only with a view to cloak it in Vedic authority. 

“ If it be urged that the grammars of Panini and others could beaccepted 
“as ‘ scriptures’ relating to Actions, just like the Pratigakhyas,—we cannot 
“ but deny it; because the grammars of Panini and the rest do not at all 
“ treat of the form of the Veda itself; that is to say, all that these gram- 
“ mars do is to lay down certain purified forms of words, without any 
“reference to the form of the Veda. While the Pratigakhyas deal with 
“ accent, conjunction of letters, hiatus, explanations, precedence and se- 
“ quence, &c., all of which are directly connected with the study of the text 
“ of the Veda itself. And as such this fact distinctly points to the fact of 
“the Prdtigdkhyas, and not the grammars of Panini, &., being the real 
“c subsidiary’ of the Veda. 

“ Nor again is the declaration of Scripture (as being the purpose of 
“the grammars) quite compatible with what has been asserted before in 
“the Mahabhdshya. Because the Scripture that is here meant is the mere 
“ getting up of the verbal text; while the Mahdbhashya has, on a former 
“ occasion, asserted the teaching of words to be the purpose of the Scripture 
“(and as no such teaching can be possible without a knowledge of the 
“ meaning of the Veda, the mere getting up of the verbal text cannot be 
“ accepted to be of any use in such teaching). 

“ And further, the said Injunction distincly lays down the study of the 
“ Veda with its six subsidiaries, which does not bring any worldly results 
“ to the students; and hence the assertion of the Muhabhdshya that ‘tho 
“ knowledge of Grammar constitutes a Dharma,’ or that of the Vartika that 
“ ‘tho using of words in accordance with grammatical rules brings pros- 


“ perity,’ cannot but be rejected as being directly contradictory to the afore- 
“said Vedic Injunction. 
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(4) “ Another use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya speaks of is that 
‘it tends to simplify (make ‘ lagku’) the process of differentiating the correct 
‘ from the incorrect forms of words. But this is only proper, being the only 
* resource left to him, when all other uses have been shown to be untenable; 
"and this is true enough } 

“ Qr, it may be that the ‘ simplification ’ spoken of really means ‘ com- 
‘ plication,’ by the process of ‘contrary expression ’ (t.e., ironical method), 
‘exactly as the word ‘coward’ is applied to a really brave man! 
“ That is to say, all that grammatical works are found to do is to point 
out the forms of words that already exist and are known in the ordinary 
“ world, after having gone through endless complicated processes, such as 
‘the laying down of most difficult verbal root forms, and queer unddi and 
‘other affixes, mixed up with an endless number of extraordinary nomen- 
 clatures aud postulates, dealing with gratuitous arguments and counter- 
“argaments. And yet with all this, there are only a few students who 
“can rightly apply these elaborate processes to words other than those 
“that are actually cited as examples. And thus we find that the process 
‘employed is terribly complicated ; and then to speak of it as ‘simplify- 
“ ing’ cannot but be taken as mere empty praise (ironical). 

“ Some people have declared that the real character of words cannot 
“be known without Grammar. But it would have been as reasonable for 
“ them to say the same thing with regard to the perception of Colour, 
“ Taste, Odour and Touch! Certainly, in regard to matters perceptible by 
“ the senses, how could any person, knowing the real nature of the scriptures 
“and ordinary experience, declare them to he capable of being compre- 
“ hended by means of the scriptures? Hence we must read the said declara- 
“ tion thus—‘the real nature of words is not known without the sense 
“ of audition’; because on this point there is no difference of opinion; as 
“ we actually find that there is no perception of words by the deaf, &c. 

(5) “ The fifth use of Grammar that the Mahkdbhashya has spoken of is 
“ that it helps to remove all doubts with regard to the meanings of Vedic 
“ passages (‘ Asandéha.’) But this also is not correct ; because grammar does 
“notin any way help us to ascertain the meanings of words or sentences. 
“For as a matter of fact, we find that many doubts with regard to the 
“ meanings of words are set aside by the observation of the usage of ex- 
 perienced and learned people ; and the few that are still left are cleared 
“ by the help of commentaries, etymological explanations, Kalpasitras, and 
“the persons versed in matters relating to the Veda; because all these 
‘latter deal with the meanings (of words and sentences). On the other 
“hand, Grammar takes no notice of the meanings of words, dealing with 
“ merely verbal forms ; and as such it cannot in any way belp us in ascer- 
“ taining the meanings of Vedic passages. 
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“ For instance, in the case of a certain noun, grammar points it out 
“ as being made up of certain roots and affixes, aud as such connected with 
“a certain action (denoted by the verbal root), while, as a matter of fact, 
“we find that when the noun is actually used, there is not the slightest 
“idea of the said action: e.g., the word ‘Go’ is explained as made up of 
“ the root gam (to go) and the affix dé; and these would make the word 
“< 96’ applicable to all that moves (or goes). But as a matter of fact we 
“find the word used with reference to a particular class (of animals); 
“and certainly the explanation of a word must be in keeping with 
“its generally recognised signification (and not an arbitrary one). In 
“ the same manner, we have the words, ‘ kugala’ and ‘ ud@ra’ which, as 
“ grammatically explained, would mean, the chopper of grass, and one whose 
“ wife is good (respectively); but as a matter of fact we do not find these 
“ words used in the sense fastened to them by the arbitrary grammatical 
“rule. And so also, though the words ‘ agvakarna’ and ‘ajakarana’ are 
. “grammatically explained as compounds (thereby being made to mean 
“the ear of the horse and the ear of the goat respectively),—yet in ordin- 
“ary usage, they are used in the sense of certain herbs, which have no con- 
“nection with the signification of the several constituent parts of 
“the words; exactly like the word ‘vrksha’ which grammatically 
“ would mean that which is being cut, while ordinarily, it is used in the 
“gense of the tree. So too in the case of the word ‘ Rdjanya,’ though 
‘ grammatically it is made up of the word ‘ Raja’ with a patronymic affix 
“ (and thereby it would mean the king’s son), yet the generally recognis- 
“ ed meaning is entirely different from the said etymological one. 

“ Then again, we find certain grammatical rules to be directly against 
“ the Veda itself; and certainly, even if we accept these, they cannot be 
“ accepted as subsidiary to the Veda. For instance, grammar points out 
“the word ‘kālēya’ to be made up of ‘kali’ and ‘dhak, and the word 
“< Vamadévya’ of ‘ Vamadéva’ and ‘ dya’ ; and thus according to this, these 
“ names as applied to the S@mas, would mean the Sdmas seen by Kali and 
“ Vamadéva respectively, whereas in the Veda we find these names of the 
“Sama explained differently: ‘because plenty of riches flow forth from 
“it, the Sama came to be known as Vamadévya’ and ‘ because the Sima 
“removed all impediments, therefore it came to be known as Kaléya.’ 
“ And these Vedic explanations cannot but set aside the interpretation 
“supplied by grammar. In the same manner, we find in the Kalpasiira, 
“ such expressions as ‘ Krshnagam viasah, ‘ Krshnavalakshé ajiné, used in the 
“ sense of the cloth or skin that has black threads ; and such meanings can never 
“ be got at even by the help of a hundred grammars ; all these being capable 
“‘ of being learnt only from an uninterrupted tradition of the teachers and 
“ students of the Veda; and so also ‘are words like‘ y#pa’ and the rest, 
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“ which are explained in accordance with the sequence and precedence 
“of Vedic passages. 

“ And as in the case of these words we actually find their meanings 
“duly ascertained, independently of grammar, we conclude that even in 
“the case of such words as ‘ sthiélaprshati’ and the like (where the signi- 
“ fication of the word depends upon the nature of the compound, which 
“can be learnt only by means of the accent as regulated by grammatical 
“ rules), we can safely have recourse to the commentators themselves (for 
“ the ascertaining of the actual meaning of the said words). And as such 
“there can be no use of Grammar on this point. 

“ Then again, with regard to the true meanings of sentences, thousands 
“of doubts arise in our minds; and Grammar is not found to be able to 
“ express even a siugle phase of the question (to say nothing of being 
“able to set aside the doubt completely and point out the true conclusion). 

“ If the use of Grammar lay in the removal of all doubts with regard 
“ to the meaning of Vedic passages, then it would certainly have helped 
“ to solve questions like the following: (1) Are the Arthaviada passages 
“ capable of expressing independent meanings of their own, or are they 
“only supplementary to the Injunctive passages ? (2) Is the mention of 
“ the fact of the Udumbara wood being ‘ power’ to be taken as pointing out 
“a result that would follow if the sacrificial post were made of that wood, 
“or it only serves to eulogise the particular wood ? (3) Whether a certain 
“ passage mentioning a reason is to be taken as an Injunction or an Artha- 
“vada P (4) Whether the use of a certain Mantra brings about a seen or 
‘an unseen result ? (5) Whether it is only one or all the vessels that one 
“has got to wash? &c., &c. If it be urged that—‘ these questions being 
“treated of by the Mimans& are not taken up by grammar, ’—then, 
“inasmuch as we find many such words as ‘sthilaprshat’ and the like 
“having their meanings duly ascertained in the Kalpasitras, with regard 
“ to such words, it becomes all the more improbable for grammar to serve 
“any useful purpose. 

“ And again, whenever there are any doubts as to the meaning of the 
“ grammatical rules themselves, the true meaning is ascertained through 
“ the explanations contained in the commentaries; and certainly, there is 
“nothing to debar such explanatory commentaries appearing with refer- 
“ence to the doubtful words occurring in the Veda (and as such there 
“would be nothing left to be done by grammar). And inasmuch as 
“there is a postulate that explanatory commentaries serve the purpose 
“of bringing about specific ideas,—just as the fact of there being certain 
“ doubts with regard to a certain grammatical rule does not deprive it of 
“its character of a ‘rule’; so too the mere fact of there being doubts 
“with regard to a Vedic passage cannot deprive it of its Vedic character. 
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* And until one knows the actual meanings of certain words, he can never 
“explain any Vedio passage by the mere help of Grammar; and as such 
“ this latter cannot be said to be the means of ascertaining the meaning 
“of the passage. And the explanatory commentaries to the Veda 
“being as eternally continuous as the Veda itself, such words as 
“< sthulaprshat’ and the rest are found to be explained, without the help of 
“ Grammar, 

“{ Nor can the accents as treated of in Grammar be said to help in 
“the ascertaining of the meanings of words}. No words in ordinary 
“usage being found to be accentuated, we conclude that accents are some- 
“ thing entirely beyond the pale of usage; and as such they cannot be uti- 
“ lised in ascertaining the meanings of Vedic passages. Asa matter of fact 
“the ascertaining of the real meanings of words is always accomplished 
“ by means of the usage of experienced people. And as we meet with no 
“ differentiation of accents,—as that the last word of the compound 18 acute 
“and so forth,—-in the usages of these people, any specialities of accents 
“can never be accepted to have an effect upon the significations of 
“words. And if the cognition of the meanings of sentences depended upon 
“ tho specialities of accents, there would be no cognition of the meanings 
“of those Vedic passages, whose accentuation has not been ascertained. 
“ But asa matter of fact, as we find the meanings of such passages duly 
“ ascertained by means of Context, &c., (independently of the Accents), 
“the denotativeness of those meanings cannot be said to belong to the Ac- 
“cents. And hence we conclude that the accentuation of the Vedic texts 
“can have only an unseen (transcendental) result; specially as it is only 
“found in connection with the reciting of Mantras at the sacrifices in- 
“ cluded under the ordinary Brahmayajna (Daily sacrifices or Duties of the 
“ Bréhmana). 

“ And hence even the grammatical rules that refer to Accents may be 
“Said to serve some sort of a purpose with regard to such transcendental 
“ matters; but never with regard to the words in ordinary usage; because 
* Accentuation is found to have absolutely no use in ordinary parlance. 
“ And asa matter of fact, the Accentuation, as laid down in Grammar, is 
“ never found to help us in ascertaining the real meanings (of words or 
“ sentences); specially because what we find in grammatical works, 
“is only a teaching of the verbal forms of words, and not of their 
“ meanings. 

« Thus then, we conclude that Grammar cannot be said to be necessa- 
“rily studied as serving the purpose of removing doubts with regard 
“to the meanings of Vedic passages; specially as it is not found to treat 
“of such Accentuation or uses of words, &c., as could be of any use in the 
“ascertaining of the meaning (of words or sentences). 
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“After having laid special stress upon the five aforesaid uses of 
“Grammar, the Mahabhashya proceeds to enumerate ‘many other uses’ of 
“it; but of these some are such as cannot be spoken of as ‘uses’; u few 
“are such as have the mere semblance of a ‘ use’; while some are entirely 
“ groundless. And again when the usefulness of the science has not been 
“ established by means of the five, that were spoken of as the ‘ primary 
“ uses, that it will be proved by that of the secondary uses, is a hope too 
“ sanguine to be realised; and the attempt has all the resemblance of a 
“ drowning man catching at a straw. 

(1) “The Mahdbhashya quotes the Vedic text—‘'The Asuras ut- 
* tered the (incorrect words) helayah, and hence they were defeated ... 
“ ... the utterance of an incorrect word is behaving like a Mleccha’; and 
“ from this concludes that the use of Grammar lies in protecting us from 
“ being a Mleccha. But what the real meaning of the word ‘Mleccha’ 
“ is we have explained above (as referring to the distorting of the textual 
“ readings of the Veda). 

(2) “ The second use spoken of by the Mahabhdshya is that it protects 
“us from the misfortunes that befall those uttering incorrect words, as 
“evinced by the text—‘a word pronounced incorrectly, either as to its 
“ accents or letters, becomes a thunderbolt killing the sacrificer, as for in- 
“stance the word indragatru (which was addressed to Vrtra, as the killer 
“ of Indra, a Genitive Tatpurusha, but asthe accent that was used was that of 
“ the Bahavrihi compound, Vrtra became one whose killer was Indra).’ But 
“ here the Mahabhdshya has substituted in this text the word ‘word’ for 
“ Mantra,’ which is the reading known to many men; and this substitution 
“ of a different reading only shows an undue degree of partiality to his own 
“ theories. And as for the misfortunes of sinfulness befalling the sacri- 
“ ficer who employs incorrect Mantras, it is a fact that no one denies; speci- 
“ally as we have many texts,—f.i. ‘the sentence that is killed (spoilt) by 
“ the priest, kills the sacrificer himself ’—that clearly point to the fact of 
“ the discrepancies in the use of Mantras by the Priests bringing about evil 
“results to the sacrificer. And itis because the text refers to the mistakes 
“of Mantra that it has cited the use of a Mantra—‘ indragatro vardhasva’ 
‘‘ —as an example, 

° (8) “The Mahabhsihya cites a passage from the Nirukta :—‘ That 
“ which is pronounced simply verbally, without a knowledge of its meaning, 
“is not effective, being like dry fuel being placed where there is no fire to 
“burn it;’ and from this it concludes that the study of Grammar is neces- 
“sary, inasmuch as it helps us to know the meaning of Mantras, thereby 
‘saving us from the predicament spoken of. But the text here quoted 
“« we have explained in course of the explanation of the word atha in sūtra 
s‘ ]—j—1, as authorising a postponement of the Final Bath, after the mere 
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“ getting up of the text of the Veda ; and we have there shown thatif we did 
“ not postpone the Bath, we would be making the Veda, which has a pur- 
“ poge to serve, absolutely without a use; as the purpose that the Veda is 
“ found to serve is the pointing out of Duty (and this could not be pointed 
“out to the person that @nishes his study with the mere getting up of the 
“text and pays no attention to the meaning); and hence the meaning of 
“the text quoted is that ‘the Veda that is not explained, not expressing 
“any meaning, becomes totally ineffective’; and this is quite true; 
“though in this, there can be no use for Grammar ; because it is a well- 
“ recognised fact that the Science of Grammar has no bearing upon any 
“ thing relating to Action (or sacrifices). Nor can it be asserted that gram- 
“marisa scripture relating to words; because we have shown above that 
“there is no basis in the Veda for the rules of grammar that treat of 
“ words; and as such, these rules cannot be accepted as rightly regulating 
“the use of words either. Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the 
‘© Mantras and the Brahmanas that one has studied can be ascertained only 
“ by the help of the Kalpasitras, the Nirnktas and the Mīmānsā, the use 
“ pointed out by the Mahābhāshya should be attributed to these, and not 
“to Grammar (which is not fonnd to afford any help in the ascertaining of 
“ the meanings of any passages of the Veda). l 

(4) “ The next passage that is quoted by the Mahābhāshya is—‘an expert 
“in the knowledge of the relations of sentences, who makes use of the 
“ correct forms of words, obtains victory in the next world ; while by the use 
“of incorrect words he becomes tainted (with sin)’; and from this it con- 
“cludes that the use of Grammar lies in this leading to victory in the 
“next world (as it is by the help of Grammar alone that we can differ- 
“entiate the correct from the incorrect forms of worda). But this passage 
“also refers to the fact of the use of the correct forms of Mantras 
“and Bradhmanas bringing about excellent results; exactly as the use of 
“ the incorrect forms of these—7.e., not as they appear in the Veda— 
“taints the person with sin; and as such, we take the parsage to be 
“supplementary to another Vedic text—‘If the sacrifice fails in regard 
“ to the verses recited, &c , &c.’—, which speaks of similar results follow- 
“ing from the distorting of the reading of the Veda, during its reading, 
“teaching, sacrificing, either directly or indirectly. Hence we take the 
“‘oxpression—‘one who is expert in the knowledge of the relations of 
“ words ’—to mean the person who is fully cognisant with all relationships 
“of words as established in the ordinary usages of the word ; and as such, 
“ with reference to the Brahmanas, the expression would mean one who 
“has ascertained the true forms of sentences, by means of a proper 
“ differentiation of the Subject from the Predicate, the Primary from the 
‘“ Secondary, and so forth ; while with reference to the Mantras, we take it 
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“to mean the person who is fully acquainted with the real character of 
“the Mantras, differentiating the enjoined from the unenjoined, as also 
“one that expresses its own meaning from that which expresses that of 
‘another, and so forth P For these reasons we cannot take the expression 
“to mean the Grammarian; because Grammar is found to have no bear- 
‘fing upon the aforesaid facts (in connection with Mantras and Brah- 
“ manas). 
(5) “The fifth text quoted by the Mahābhāshya is—‘ when the person 
“ galuting another is ignorant of the fact of the last vowel of a name being 
“ acute, the person saluted should response as to a woman’; and from this 
uae concludes that if we wish to avoid the treatment accorded to women, 
‘we should learn Grammar, which is the only means of learning the 
“ acuteness, &c., of vowels. But the fact of a vowel being acute is well- 
“ known through ordinary usage; and as such the condition laid down by 
“ Manu in the passage quoted being fulfilled by ordinary usage itself, any 
“science dealing with these conditions of acuteness, &c., cannot be admit- 
“ted to the position of a scripture relating to the performance of actions. 
“ Nor does the above passage serve to point out either the fact of the 
“ differentiation of the correct from the incorrect forms of words being 
“necessarily due to a knowledge of the roots and affixes as dealt with in 
“ grammatical works; or to that of such knowledge being of any use iu 
“ the said differentiation. 
(6) “ The sixth passage cited is the Injunction—‘ The Prayajas are to 
“be performed with due attention to the grammatical terminations ’— 
“ which is taken as laying down the necessity of learning Grammar (which 
“is the only means of knowing the terminations.) But in the first place 
‘a knowledge of the terminations here spoken of is very easily acquired 
“by means of the direct teachings of persons versed in sacrifices; secondly, 
“all the seven terminations are found to be enumerated in the Shadaha 
“ section of the Chandogya-Brahmana ; and lastly, we find all these termina- 
“tions duly pointed out in the Mantras themselves—as in ‘ Agni (nomi- 
“native) killed the Vyttras,’ ‘we address Agni (in the accusative) the 
“ killer of Vrttra,’ and ‘the fire is lighted by the fire (Instrumental),’ and 
“so forth; and all this shows that even without the grammatical works, 
“ we can have a due knowledge of the said terminations, by merely paying 
“due attention to the words having the terminations (as they are met with 
“ in ordinary usage); and thus thereby the said Prayāja being duly per- 
“ formed, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture bearing upon its due 
“ performance. 
(7) “ Another passage quoted T one who knows the science of 
“ speech, as consisting of words, accents and letters, he alone is capable of 
“ rightly performing the duties of a saorificial priest’; and this is taken to 
37 
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“ point out the necessity of grammatical study. But as a matter of faet, 
“this passage only speaks of the person who has duly learnt the Veda. 

(8) “The eighth passage quoted is—‘ there are four kinda of 
“ words; and it is only those Bréhmanas that know them that are said to 
“ he learned; of these three are rot pronounced by ordinary people, who 
“ speak out the fourth only’; and the ‘four kinds’ are explained by the 
“ Mahabhashya as referring to Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and Nipātas ; and 
“as a knowledge of these cannot be acquired except hy the help of Gram- 
“mar, the passage is taken to lay down the necessity of grammatical 
“study. But in dealing with the ‘four kinds of words’ as mentioned in 
“ this passage, the Niruktas have,—in accordance with their awn maxim 
“that ‘all words are to be explained in accordance with the similarities 
“of the letters therein contained,’—spoken of many quartets, such as—~ 
‘“ (a) the Pranava together with the three Vyāhrtis, (b) the four Vedas, 
“ (c) the four kinds of speech, Pard, Ppyanti, Madhyam@ and Vaikhari ; 
“and certainly in regard to none of these can Grammar serve any useful 
“purpose. Even if the quartet referred to be taken as that consisting of 
“ Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes, and Nipatas, even then, inasmuch as all these are 
“ learnt from ordinary usage itself, a knowledge of these could not stand 
“in need of grammatical study. But in reality, this cannot be taken aa 
“ the quartet referred to; as in that case, the sentence—‘ it is the fourth kind 
“ alone that men make use of ’—would be absolutely inexplicable, as men 
“are actually found to make use of all the four kinds (Nouns, &o.). There- 
‘fore the Mantra quoted cannot but have the following meaning, which 
“isthe only one that isin keeping with the context (of the Mantra) : 
“The expression ‘ Vākparimitäpadāni =the four means of right notion,— 
“ Sense-Pereeption, Inference, Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency,—by 
“ which alone is speech (Vak) cognised (padyat® bodhyaté) ; thus thea 
“ people do. not actually utter those three kinds of speech, or sentence which 
“are cognisable by means of the last three of the said means of right 
“ notiqn,—viz: (a) Inference, (b) Analogy, and (c) Apparent Inconsistency, — 
“ which originate respectively, (a) in. the mention of the first, word of the 
“sentence in an Injunction (as, for instance, we have the Injunction 
“< Tehdtvélt çãkhām chinatti,’ where the mention of the first two words 
“of the Mantra leads us to infer the whole of the Mantra, which does not 
“stand in need of being wholly quoted in the Injunction), (b) in the 
“similarity of the Subgidiaries to the Primary sacrifice (as for instance 
“we have the Injunction ‘prakrtivadvikrtih kartavya ’ which, through 
“ Analogy, leads us to the conclusion that the Mantras used at the Subsi- 
“diaries are the same that are used at the Primary,—the Analogy thus 
“ obviating the necessity of quoting all the Mantras in connection 
‘“‘with the Injunction of the subsidiaries), (c) and in the apparent 
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“‘explicability of a perceptible fact (as in the case of the Vigvajit sacrifice, 
“the fact of its actually being performed leads us to conclude that it 
“brings about a real result in the shape of Heaven; and as such, the 
“ Mantras of the Jyotishtoma are employed at its performance) ; while that 
“ part of the speech, which is cognisable by means of direct (Auditory) 
“ Sense-perception alone, and not by the aforesaid three means of right 
“notion, is the only one that men—students of the Veda—pronounce—i.e., 
“speak out directly or lay down completely. Ont of the six means of 
“right notion, generally accepted, two have been totally removed from 
“ doing anything with regard to the cognition of speech ; one of these is 
“ Negation, which refers only to non-existing objects; and as such cannot 
“ help in the cognition of speech ; another is Verbal Testimony ; and this 
“ in itself consists of speech only ; and as such being a receptacle of that 
“ (speech) which has to be cognised, it could not be accepted as the recep- 
“tacle of that which brings about the cognition. Or, it may be that, that 
“which is amenable to Verbal Testimony is that which is directly ex- 
“ pressed in words; and as such this being included in Auditory Sense- 
“ perception, is not mentioned separately. 

(9) * Another passage quoted is—‘ The bull having four horns, three 
“ feet, two heads, &c....... is the great God that makes a sound, and entera 
“all mortal beings’; and the * bull’ here spoken of is interpreted by the 
“ Mahabhashya as Grammar itself, the ‘four feet’ being takén as the 
“above mentioned four kinds of words (Nouns, &c.), the ‘three feet’ as 
“ the three senses, the ‘ two heads’ as the twoshapes of words, the radical 
“and the modified, and so on; and in order that we may be like this great 
“God, it is necessary, says the Mahabhashya, that we should study Gram- 
“mar. But this Mantra is spoken of with reference to the butter used 
“by the Priest at the Vishuvat sacrifice ; and what its real meaning is we 
“have already explained in the Adhikarana (of the 2nd péda of this 
“ Adhyadya) dealing with Mantras (under the Santra I—ii—46). And in 
“ this, there can be no use of Grammar. The interpretation of ‘four 
* horns’ as the four kinds of words, &c., &c., has got no connection with 
“the performance of Actions; and as such these interpretations (of a 
“passage occurring in connection with the performance of certain sacri- 
“ fices) can only be explained as put forth by the author of the Maha. 
“ bhäshya, with the sole purpose of showing off his cleverness acquired 
from a long-continued course of grammatical study ! | 

(10) “The Mahdbhashya has cited the Mantra— Utatvah pagyan, &c.’ 
“ which is taken as the praise of one knowing the science of words, and ag 
“such, laying down the necessity of studying Grammar. But in reality 
“the passage is in praise of one who knows the true meanings of words, 
è“ ge pointed out by ordinary usage, the Niruktas, the Kalpasiitras and the 
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“tenets of the Mimansé; and as such it cannot be taken as in any way 
“ praising a study of Grammar. 

(11) “There is yet another passage quoted which speaks of the 
“science of words having a purifying tendency ‘like the sieve’; and this 
“the Mahabhadshya has taken to mean that it is the study of Grammar 
“that purifies all usage of words, Butasa matter of fact the passage is 
“iu praise of a due knowledge of the meaning of the Vedic text, purified 
“by a long course of uninterrupted study. 

(12) “The passage—‘If the Aginhotri happens to use an incorrect 
“word he should perform an expiatory rite’—has been taken by the 
“ Mahabhashya to signify the necessity of grammatical study. But the 
“real signification of this passage we have explained above. 

(13) “In connection with the naming of a child, the Kalpasitras lay 
“down that the name should begin with a cortain kind of letter, and that 
“it should contain only two or four letters, and should be one made up 
“of a verbal, and never, a nominal affix, &c., &c.; and the Mahabhdshya 
“urges that these detailed instructions could never be followed unless one 
“ studied and knew the rules, &c., laid down in grammatical works; as with- 
‘out these, one could not know what a verbal affix was. But, as a matter 
“ of fact, these expressions—‘ having a verbal affix ’ and the like,—could 
“ not but have been borrowed by writers on Grammar from the vocabulary of 
“the day, which must have had a prior existence (and as such even now 
“we can very easily learn what they mean even without the help of a 
“ grammar); as for the number of letters in a name, itis a fact of ordine :~ 
“ perception accompanied by memory (and as such not dependent upon 
“any grammatical rules, &c.); as for the characters of the letters, &c., 
“these can be learnt from the explanations contained in the Cikshas and 
“tho Pratiakhyas. And we actually find people learned in the Vedas 
“very easily coming to a conclusion with regard to the naming of a 
“child. And hence we cannot admit Grammar to be a scripture govern- 
“ing the usage of words. 

(14) “ There is a Mantra addressed to Varuna, who is described as 
“having seven rivers, &c.; and the Mahdbhashya takes the Mantra as ad- 
“dressed to the science -of grammar, explaining the ‘seven’ rivers as the 
“ seven case-terminations, &c. , and from this it argues that it is necessary 
“to study Grammar, for the purpose of learning what is meant by these 
“t terminations,” &o. But as a matter of factall that grammar does is only 
“to attribute the name ‘terminations ’ (Vibhaktis) to certain letters, &c. ; 
“ but even this name it may have only borrowed from ordinary usage ; while 
“so far as the words made up of these terminations are concerned, they 
“are found by themselves both in the Veda and in ordinary parlance ; and 
‘there can be no necessity of learning grammar on this score. Then 
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“again, even if it be absolutely necessary to explain the words ‘ sever 
“ rivers’ figuratively, as meaning something other than actual rivers,— 
“ then, too, there are many septenaries in connection with sacrifices, that 
“ could be taken to be indicated by the said words ; for instance, there are 
“seven persons, including the priests and the master of the sacrifices ; 
“seven sentences pronounced by the Hoty priest; seven sentences 
“ from the Sama and its parts ; and so forth. And all these being matters 
“dealt within the historical and sacrificial portions (of the Veda), there can 
“ be no need of grammatical study on the score of these.” 


“You seem to hold that it is only the words grammatically purified 
“ that are correct ; and now it is for you to explain what it is that is puri- 
“fied, and in what manner. That is to say, if grammar be held to help 
“in the purification of words, it is not very easy to ascertain what it is that 
“is purified ; and also whether the purification is in the shape of produc- 
“ tion, or acquisition, or modification, or fructification into an Apirva, or 
“the bringing about of a fresh potency. 

“In the first place it is not possible for any individual of the class 
“‘ Çabdatva? or of the class ‘ Varnatva’ to be the object purified ; 
“because this would apply to all words and letters, and as such there 
“could be no restriction (of the correct or the incorrect). And if the 
“ class ‘Cabdatva’ were held to be the object purified, then any ordinary 
“sound (that of the beating of the drum for instance) would also come to 
“ ha spoken of as ‘correct.’ And if the class ‘ Varnatva ’ were held to be that 
“ object, then the letters contained in the words, ‘ g@vi,’ &c., being ‘letters’ 
“ (as much as those in ‘gauh °), the case of these would be exactly similar 
“to that of the words ‘ gauh’ and the like. 

“ The same argument holds also respecting the purification as belonging 
“ to the individual letters; and when the letter ‘ga’ has once been purified, 
“ as occurring in the word ‘gd,’ it being the same in the word ‘ g@v7’ also, this 
«latter word could not but be accepted as correct. And thus all indivi- 
“dual letters having been purified, no word could ever be rightly held 
“to be incorrect. And as for the purification applying to the collection 
‘of letters, this cannot be possible, as no two letters being heard simulta- 
“ neously, there can never be any ‘ conglomeration’ of these. 

“Those again, who hold all individual letters to be undergoing 
“momentary destruction, can never have any purification of letters; as 
“each letter being destroyed no sooner than produced, there would be 
“nothing left to be purified; and hence even though the letter be an 
“ entity, it can have no existence at the time of the purification, it having 
“ disappeared, even at the time that we may be thinking of purifying it. And 
‘if it could be purified, no one would be able to perceive it in its purified 
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«form; and hence this purification of the letter would be exactly like that 
“ of the flour that may be said to be purified by being offered into the fire ! 
“ That is to say, in the case of the sentence, ‘ offers the flour,’ the flour offered 
“into the fire having been burnt up by the fire, and as such becoming in- 
“ capable of being seen or used again, if the Accusative ending in ‘saktan’ 
“be made the ground of accepting the view that the flour is purified by 
“ tho fire, then, im that case, every factor of the Injunction (‘ offers .the 
‘“‘flour’)——namely, the Flour, the Offering, the Bhdvand and the Injunction 
“itself—would be absolutely meaningless; and for this very reason we 
“ hold that there is no purification of the flour in the offering. Exactly 
“in the same manner, there would be a meaninglessness of all things 
“ concerned, if we admitted of a purification of the momentarily disappear- 
“ing individual letters. 

“And the declaration of ‘uncertainty’ in the Bhashya,—as whether 
“the word be eternal or transient, the definition (of grammar) is equally 
“ applicable—only shows, on the part of the author, that he has either 
“ been purposely fighting shy of the above arguments, or simply trying to 
“ hoodwink his disciples ; and as such we cannot accept it. Specially as 
“it is ouly in regard to an object that is removed from us that there can 
“be any uncertainty; for who is there that has any uncertainty as to 
‘“‘ whether fire is hot or cold P 

“If however the word be held to be transient, then, the only puri- 
“fication (saaskdra) that could belong to it would be production; and as 
“such it becomes all the more impossible for Grammar to be a scripture 
* dealing with the usage of words. Thatis tosay, the grammarian, holding 
“all correct words to be produced by the rules of Grammar, himself rejects 
“all possibility of Grammar either having a basis in the eternal Veda, or 
“being a part of it (because that which is admitted to be transient can 
“never be a part of that which is eternal). 

“If the Veda itself be said to have been composed by means of the 
“words produced by Grammar, then the Veda would also come tobe as 
“ unauthoritative as Grammar itself. And again, if the word be held to be 
“ produced (and as such momentary), it would have no existence apart 
“from the moment of its production; and as such, there could be no 
“ purification of it; nor could such a word be of any use. 

“ For these reasons, you cannot but give up the uncertain attitude that 
“ you had taken up with regard to the eternality of 4 word; and hence, if 
4 you hold the ‘ purification ’ to belong to the eternal word, then, (1) being 
“eternal, i¢ sould have no purification in the form of modification. 
“ (2) And as for the purification in the shape of Acquisition (or perception), 
“this is found to be accomplished by means of the sense of audition, 
“ without any action of Grammar. (Hence Gammar cannot be accepted 
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“as the meang of such purification). (3) As for a purification in the 
“shape of being made able to bring about a transcendental result, we 
‘* cannot admit of any such, in the absence of any Vedic Injunction on the 
“ point ; and specially as words being found to fulfil a perceptible end (that 
“ of expressing certain meanings), they can have nothing to do with anything 
“beyond the senses; for instance, the corn that is meant to fulfil the 
“ perceptible end of satisfying the hunger of a man can have no connection 
“with any transcendental resalt following from its ‘ washing’ (which is ap- 
“ plicable only to the corn used at saerifices). Nor do we find the gramma- 
“ tical rules to be laid down in connection with the performance of sacri. 
“ fices; and as such they cannot be held to bring about the purification of 
“ words, serving to accomplish a certain Apūrva (or unseen Potentiality ar 
“ Agency). Nor is it possible for us to have a grammatical Injunction, 
“similar to that of the threshing (of the corn) ; because how could an eter- 
“nal Injunction speak of a process (that of grammar) that is a pure pro- 
“ duct of the human brain? And for the same reason, there cannot be any 
“Injunction of the grammatical processes, even apart from the perfor- 
‘“manoe of sacrifices ; and even if this were possible, such au Injunction 
“could not serve any purpose with regard to the performance of sacrifices. 

“ And again, if the word were to be purified for the sake of the sacri- 
“ fice only,— like the Sruva and other sacrifical implements,—then any 
“ such word could never serve the purpose of expressing or describing the 
** sacrifice itself (in any Injunction) ; as the purification would not affect 
‘tthe ordinary usage of the word (and it is this usage alone that can 
“ make the sacrifice comprehended as being laid down by a Vedic Injunction). 

“ And as there is a difference between the words as occurring in the 
“ Veda and in ordinary parlance, no grammatical processes could ever affect 
“ the sacrifice pointed aut by the word (in the Veda). 

“ And further, the word having its existence in Akdga, in what way 
“could it be ‘purified’? For being eternal and incorporeal, it is 
“as incapable of purification as the all-pervading, character of Akaga 
“ itself. 
~ “Then, if grammar be held to serve the sole purpose of purifying the 
‘letters of the alphabet, this would be accomplished by means of the four- 
“teen Pratyahdra-sitras (A-I-U-N, &c.) only (which lay down the alpha- 
“ bets); aud there would be no use of the rest of P@nini’s sittras, &e., &c, 

“ As for the conglomeration of words, these can have noexistenee by them- 
“ solves (apart from the constituent letters); and as such, no ‘ purification.’ 
“can be said to belong to them; and as a matter of faet, we find that even 
‘though a number of bricks are. piled together in a kiln, sa as to form a 
‘single block, the action of fire in the baking affects each individual brick 
“ gaparately (go too even if the pumificatian he held ta helong, to the ward as 
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ta whole, it could only be accomplished through the purification of each of 
“the constituent letters). 

“Nor is it possible for a word to be built up by means of the com- 
“ ponent letters into a single composite mass; and as such, there can be no 
“purification of the word as such; this we have already shown before 
“ (under Tarkapdda in the Clokavartika, in the section on ‘ words’). And 
“an for such theories as those of Sphota, the class ‘ Gogabdatva,’ and the 
“class ‘gatva,’ &c., all these have been rejected by the explanation that 
“ we have given above (under Sūtra I—i—5) of the words ‘gauh’ and the 
“like. 

“ Nor is it possible for a collection of all the letters of the alphabet to 
“ undergo any process of purification ; because any such collection not hav- 
“ing any meaning, it cannot be used to any useful end. And if groups 
“of three of four letters in each individual word be held to be purified, 
* then it would only be the particular member that would be purified; and 
“ this purfication would apply to the incorrect words as well as to the cor- 
* rect ones. 

“The particular sequence of letters (ga, a, &c.) may be held to be 
‘‘the object of purification; but such a sequence residing only in the hear- 
*‘ing or the pronunciation of the word, cannot be accepted as a property 
“ of the word itself (and as such the purification of the sequence could not 
“ affect the word) ; and moreover, inasmuch as there is a certain sequence 
“in the words ‘gd@vi,’ &c., also (a purification of the sequence would be 
“applicable to these as well as to the Sanskrit words). And if you hold 
t the hearing and pronouncing of words to be the object of purification, 
“this cannot be; because it is impossible for an action (pronouncing, for 
“ instance) to be accomplished by means of another action (purification), 
“as we shall show later on, under Sūtra III—i—19. 

“ Nor can tho various places of utterance—the palate, &c.,—be held to 
“ be purified by means of grammar; because these are found to be purified 
“by the rules and regulations laid down by the doctors of medicine ! 

“Tf again, the Mind, or the Man himself, be held to be the object of 
purification, then it would be absolutely meaningless to speak of grammar as 
“the ‘Science of Words.’ Because a science is that which teaches some- 
“thing that is capable of being taught; and as words are incapable of be- 
“ing taught, any science of these would be absolutely useless. 

“ As for the Sphota of a word, it is absolutely impossible for it to 
“ undergo any purification; because in the Sphota, there is a total absence 
“of the roots and affixes (that form the subject-matter of grammar), 

“ As for the Sphota of sentences, which some people hold to be devoid 
“of all component parts, a declaration of the purification of the nouns and 
“ verbs as forming these sentences would be exactly like speaking of the 
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‘horns of a hare! If it be urged that we can speak of the purification of 
“the nouns, &c., as extracted out of the syntactical Sphota, then it equld be 
“ as reasonable to speak of the purification of the horn as extracted out of the 
“hare! If you hold the extraction of the part of the sentence to be accom- 
“ plished through the similarity of the part of other things, then, why can- 
* not the extraction of the hare’s horns be equally accomplished through the 
“similarity of the horns of the ass? As for similarity too, we have spoken 
“ ofa certain sort of similarity existing between the parts of the body of the 
“ gavaya and that of the Cow; but in this case we actually perceived a 
“similarity between real parts; and do you employ the same arguments 
“to the present case, where the parts spoken of are only imaginary? 
‘The fallacy of this we shall show in detail under the Vakyddhikarana 
“(in Adhyāya IT). And hence the assumption of extraction too is by no 
“ means admissible. 

“Then again, if grammar were to explain words that have no real exis- 
“tence, but are only conjecturally extracted (from the syntactical Sphota), 
“then this very fact would make it as pnauthoritative and untrustworthy 
“as any ordinary tricks of jugglery. 

“Thus then, as far as the words are concered, they can never be the 
“ objects of teaching ; and hence with regard to these, Grammar cannot be 
“said to be a science ; and as for sentences, Grammar is not found to teach 
“anything with regard to them (dealing as it does with the formation of 
“« words only), 

The Mahdbhashya has distinctly spoken of purification as belonging to 
“ words as used with reference to certain meanings,; while as a matter 
“ of fact, we find that it is only sentences that are found to be so used ; and 
“ never the words, which by themselves (apart from the sentence) have no 
“ significance (and yet Grammar is found to be dealing with words alone 
“ which is hardly compatible with the former declaration ). 3 

“In grammatical works (for instance, in the Vakyapadiya) we meet 
“with such declarations as—‘as inthe compound Brahmanakambala, there 
“is no significance in the word brahmanah, so also would the word déra- 
“ dattah have no significance in the sentence dévadatiah pacati ; and thus the 
“word by itself being found to be incapable of being used with any 
“ significance, it would have been proper for Grammar to treat of sentences ; 
“ but as a matter of fact this has not been done: we find the later commen- 
“ tators making as contradictory statements as the authors of the Sdtras, 
“the Bhdshya and the Vartika; and this goes to show directly that the 
“science of Grammar has been propounded by absolutely untrustworthy 
t“ persons. 

“Thus then, the science of Grammar being found to consist mostly 
“of random declarations contradicting ome another, to be devoid of any ` 
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“ basis in the Veda, and to be absolutely without any use, it cannot be 
“ accepted as in any way regulating the usage of words. 

“Then again, apart from the study of the Veda itself, and also the 
“ usage of the Veda in the performance of sacrifices, there can be no 
“regulation (by means of grammar) even in the case of the words of 
“ ordinary parlance. And hence we should make use of all words; they 
“ are all equally correct, 

“ And on this point, we have the following arguments : 

“(1) The words ‘ gdvi,’ ‘ gdnz,’ &c., are equally expressive of the cow,— 
‘because they are used in that sense by experienced people—exactly like 
# the words ‘ gauh,’ ‘usrd,’ and the like. 

“ (2) All these are correct words ; because they are found to denote a 
‘certain object—( like the words, ‘ gauh,’ &c.) 

(3) They are not corruptions,—because they are comprehensible 
“ by the ear—like the words (‘ gauh,’ &c. ) instanced before. 

“(4) They are all eternal ;—because we cannot trace their usage 
“to any beginning in time, specially as, Just as in the case of the word 
©“ gauh,’ so in that of these also, we can always find one speaker prece- 
“ ding the other ad infinitum. 

(5) Those that utter only grammatically correct words cannot, by 
“that, attain to any transcendental result; because they are all found to 
“ accomplish the visible purpose of expressing a meaning ; just as the per- 
“ ception of smoke leads to the cognition of fire (and not to any transccn- 
“ dental result). 

(6) The grammatically correct words cannot bing about trans- 
“ cendental results, because they are not the subjects of perpetual Injunc- 
“tions, exactly like the words of Buddha. 

(7) Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture; because it has not 
“ the form of the Veda; exactly like the explanations of the formations of 
‘Vernacular words. 

(8) The authority of Grammar cannot be held to rest upon the 
“ fact of its having its basis in the Veda; because it is not found to deal 
“with the subjects that are treated of in the Veda;—exactly like 
“ dramatical works, &c. 

‘*(9) Grammar cannot be a part of the Veda; because it is not found 
‘to serve any purpose of the Veda; exactly like an ordinary story, &c. 

“ (10) Grammar cannot be held to serve any useful purpose of the 
“Veda; because the Veda is found to expiess a meaning, even without the 
“help of Grammar, 

“(11) Nor can Grammar be held to be a necessary appendage to the 
“use of words; because it is capable of being propounded only when 

“the usage already exists, And that which is such cannot be a necessary 
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“ appendage is found in the case of the inference of the eye. That is to 
“say, the perception of colour being accomplished, independently of 
“the perception of the eye, even though the impossibility of the former 
“perception in the absence of the eye distinctly points to the inference 
“ of the existence of the eye, yet this latter inference is not admitted to be 
“a necessary appendage of that perception ; exactly in the same manner, 
“inasmuch as Grammar is found to have been composed long after the 
“usage (of words)—both Vedie and ordinary—has been an accomplished 
“ fact, it cannot be admitted as a necessary appendage of such usage. 

“« For the above reasons, we conclude that the word ‘gauh, gavt’ 
“goni, &c., being synonymous, like the words ‘ taru, ‘ brksha,’ &c., are 
“all found to be used in ordinary parlance ; and that such usage of these 
‘tis not prohibited by any scriptures.” 


ono 


To all this we make the following reply :-— 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (25). Its accomplishment being due to an effort, there 
is a chance of discrepancies in the word. 


(1) The words ‘ ya@7t’ &c., have been declared to be eternal on the 
sole ground of the Apparent Inconsistency of the fact of their being used 
in ordinary parlance and affording definite meanings. But we pro- 
coed to show the doubtful character of this Apparent Inconsistency, 
by proving that the said usage and expressiveness are explicable other- 
wise (than by accepting the words to be eternal). When a word is 
found to be never used, except in its expressive character, then alone can 
the expressiveness of the word be admitted to be proved by the facts of its 
usage and expressiveness. 

At present we content ourselves by merely making the conclusion of 
the Puérvapaksha open to doubt; because when this has been accomplished 
the task of establishing our own theory becomes comparatively easy, 
That is to say, when a certain conclusion to the contrary has been laid out 
in an exceptionally strong manner, if one proceeds to immediately point out 
the true theory, it involves a very hard work; and hence with a view to 
lighten this burden, the present siétra proceeds only to weaken the contrary 
view by throwing it open to doubt. 

(2) Or, the words ‘ g@vz’ &c., having been declared to be eternal on the 
ground of their being accepted in well-established usage, the present 
sūtra may be taken as throwing such eternality open to doubt, by show- 
ing that there is likelihood of there being discrepancies in such usage. 

That is to say, if it were always the case that the word pronounced 
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by one man is exactly like that which he has heard from others, ther 
alone could long-established usage justify the conclusion that, as in 
the case of the words ‘go’ &e., there has been no time at which the words 
‘gavi’ &c., have not been in use; and this conclusion would justify us in 
accopting these latter to be ctornal. Butasa matter of fact, we often find 
the pronounciation of words to be due to certain discrepancies (or mis- 
takes); and as such the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot 
warrant any conclusion as to the eternality of all words. 

The expression ‘ accomplishment being due to an effort’ means that be- 
cause the word is manifested by means of an effort in accordance with arguments 
detailed above (in the section on the ‘ Bternality of Words,’ Clokavartika). 
(This is added because the Mimansaka holding the word to be eternal 
cannot admit of its being produced by any effort). 

(3) Some people read the sūtra as ‘aprayatnanishpattéh’ &c.; and 
they explain it thus: In the case of a man for whom the word is manifest- 
ed by means of an effort complete in all respects, all words being pro- 
nounced in accordance with a long-established tradition, they would all be 
equally authoritative; but it is often found that words are manifested 
by means of incomplete or faulty efforts; and in these cases, it is highly 
probable that the word that is pronounced may be at variance with the 
established usage; and hence all words cannot necessarily be held to be 
equally authoritative, 

(4) Or, it may mean that the completion of the effort to manifest (or 
pronounce) a word is found to be tainted with certain discrepancies, even 
in the case of clever people with all their organs of speech intact; what 
then can be said of the words pronounced by ignorant persons, having 
deficient organs of speech, &c.? And the discrepancy that is found in the 
effort to pronounce the word, cannot but affect the word that is manifest- 
ed (or uttered) by that effort. 

Thus then, we conclude that those that are pronounced by a faultless 
effort are correct ; while those whose utterance is due to certain discrepan- 
cies in the effort, are incorrect ; and there is nothing that can be said 
against this criterion. 

As a matter of fact, even in ordinary parlance, we find that, that 
which is not destroyed is called ‘good,’ and that which is destroyed is pro- 
nounced ‘bad’; and such being the case, the existence of the correct forms 
of words, as also that of their corruptions, becomes possible by the same 
means. (That is to say, the word whose usage is found to be eternal 
may be pronounced to be correct, while that of which the use is not found 
to be so may be held to be a mere corruption). 

(5) Or again, by ‘correct’ we may mean ‘true,’ ‘incorrect’ meaning 
‘untrue’; by this the subject of the correctness or incorrectness of words 
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would have a useful bearing upon a consideration of Dharma ov Adhuwi ia. 
Trath being enjoined and untruth being prohibited, we can easily make 
these the means of ascertaning Dharma and Adharma; and certainly it 
cannot be doubted that these matters are really the subjects capable of 
being treated of in a scripture. As for truth too, just as we have a truth 
of matter, so also we have a truth of words; and a verbal untruth is to be 
avoided as much as an untruth of fact. 

Thus then, the differentiation of the correct from the incorrect words 
being as useful (with regard to Dharma) as that of the food that should be 
eaten from that which should not be eaten, we cannot deny the fact of 
Grammar being a scripture dealing with the usage of words; and as such 
the reasoning propounded in the foregoing s#tra falls to the ground. 

(6) Or, the sūtra may be taken as offering a reply to the following 
argument urged above—“ Inasmuch as it is only the word that is correct 
(i.e , expressive) that is always used, while that which is incorrect (2.e., in- 
expressive) is never used, there can be no regulations with regard to their 
usage.” And the sense of the reply is this: 

Inasmuch as there is a chance of discrepancies (in the pronouncing 
of words), there is always a probability of both contingencies—¢.e., it may 
not be the correct word that is always used, and it may be the incorrect 
word that is used. That is to say, if a correct word, on being used once, 
were never to disappear, it could be said to be always used in that correct 
form ; and thereby there being no possibility of the use of its corruption, 
any regulations with regard to it would be useless. But as a matter of 
fact, there always being certain discrepancies in the effort to pro- 
nounce the word, the chances of the use of both the correct word and its 
corruptions are very nearly equal ; and as such the science that lays down 
the rules with regard to the use of the correct word cannot be said to be 
absolutely useless. As a matter of fact, we often find that through the 
inherent incapacity or carelessness of the man pronouncing it, a word is 
often distorted, being pronounced with a letter too short or too many, or 
in a different form altogether; and yet, though uttered in these corrupted 
forms, it is found to express the same thing that is expressed by the 
correct word. But as these corruptions are distinctly found to be due 
to a discrepancy in the pronouncer, they cannot be accepted as synonyms 
of the original correct word, and as independent words by themselves 
expressing the same meaning. . 

And again, even in the case of the names ‘ D8vadatta’ and the like, with 
regard to which there can be no doubts, we find young boys distorting 
them into the words ‘tatta’ and the like; and this instance leads ns to 
think that the corruptions ‘ gävi, &c., are also due to certain discrepancies 
in the persons seeking to pronounce the word ‘ gauh’ (exactly as the boy 
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wishing to pronounce the word ‘ Dévadatta,’ but being incapable of right- 
ly pronouncing it, utters it as ‘ Tatta’). That is to say, we actually find 
the object Dévadatia being duly expressed by the corrupted form ‘Tatta’ 
as pronounced by the child, or by the grown-up man imitating the child ; 
and as such how can weaccept a word (‘ gdvi’ f.i.) to be really expressive 
of a certain object, on the mere ground of its being used and expressing 
a definite object P 

Then again, even in the case of the corrupt forms ‘qgdévi’ and the like, 
that have become current in ordinary usage, we often find these also being 
corrupted into these forms, (and yet succeeding in denoting the cow). There 
are only a few such (corrupt) words, like ‘gavi’ and the like, that have been 
in usage for a very long time; gnd as such it is possible that people might 
come to think of them as correct words. But as a matter of fact we find 
these words also being distorted by ignorant people into new corruptions, 
like ‘ glavi,’ &c.; and yet even in this corrupted form, the word is actually 
found to denote the cow (as well as the word ‘gdvi’ or ‘gauh’ ); and thus 
as we find even these admittedly incorrect corruptions to be used and 
denoting a certain object, the mere fact of a word being used and express- 
ing a meaning cannot rightly be accepted as sufficient reason for holding 
it to be correct. 

Thus then, the argument propounded by you becomes open to the objec- 
tion, that being doubtful in itself it cannot prove what you wish to prove 
by it. Just as a word, being pronounced otherwise than in its real form, 
falls from its true expressiveness, sodoes an argument, becoming doubt- 
ful, fall off from the position of correct reasoning ! 

Thus then, we conclude that even if a word is found to be current in 
ordinary usage, it is necessary that we should consider whether or not it is 
really and correctly expressive (of the sense in which it is used). And 
this is what is sought to be ascertained by means of the following 
stitras. 

Though the theory of the opponent has been rent asunder, yet our 
own theory is far from being thoroughly established ; and hence we pro- 
ceed with the next sūtra. 


Sutra (26). It is not quite reasonable to have many (synony- 
mous) words. 


We proceed to show why itis not reasonable. There is a certain fixed 
denotative relation between the oxpressed meaning and the expressive 
word (that is to say, they are so related that the meaning is cognised 
when the word exists, and it is not cognised when the word does not exist) ; 
and hence if there were many words expressing the same meaning there 
would be no such relationship between the meaning and any of the words, 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 803 


That is to say, it is only when the word and its meaning are very closely 
related to cach other, that the one necessarily implies the other, and as 
such there is a fixed mutual relationship ; and hence if either of these— 
either the word or the meaning—were to be diverse, there would be a 
diversity in the said relationship, which would thus lose all its fixity. 

And further, it is only by means of Apparent Inconsistency that we 
infer the potentialities of all things; and the expression of a meaning 
being quite explicable through the potentiality of a single word, there can 
be no ground for assuming any others. That is to say, when we find that 
the cognition of the meaning cannot be explained in any other way, we 
infer an unperceived potentiality in a certain word, on the sole ground 
of the Apparent Inexplicability of the Cognition of the meaning. And 
when this potentiality is once assumed as belonging to a certain word, if 
it were sought to be attributed to its corruptions also, how could any such 
word be assumed to have the potentiality, in the absence of the aforesaid 
“inexplicability”’ or inconsistency ? 

Farther, a name is given toa thing, simply for the purpose of talk- 
ing of it in ordinary parlance; and as this usage can be accomplished by 
means of one only, the assumption of other names is absolutely useless. 

Then again, if many words be held to be alternatively expressive of 
the same meaning, then this would be open to all the eight objections 
that have been urged (above) against all alternative courses. “When a 
certain object is known by a certain definite name, whenever any other 
name happens to be pronounced, it brings about the idea of another object ; 
all this we shall explain under tho sūtra II—ii—22. 

As for such universally recognised synonyms, as ‘hasta,’ ‘ kara,’ &c., 
we accept all these many words to be expressive of the same object, be- 
causo all of these being equally authorised by the smrtzs, there can be no 
other way out of it. While so long as we are able to depend upon the 
potentiality of a single word, we explain the denotation of the meaning by 
other words (corruptions) to be duc to Analogy and Inference. (That is, 
when a person who is unable to pronounce the word ‘go’ pronounces the 
word ‘ gāvī,’ we at oncə perceive, by means of Analogy, the similarity of the 
latter with the former ; then we infer the utterance of the word ‘ g@vz’ to be 
due to the desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce the word ‘ go;’ and 
thence we conclude the word ‘gāvī'—to have the same meaning as the 
word ‘ go’). Thus then, we conclude that in the matter of the considera- 
tion of the form, relationship and the meanings of words, there can 
be a fixity of these only when the potentiality is attributed to a single 
word, and never when it is referred to many. As a matter of fact the 
corrupted forms of words become capable of expressing a meaning, only 
by manifesting the potentiality of the original word, through their 
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similarity with it; this the Bhashya will explain in detail under the sūtra 
I—iii—28. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that when many words are found to 
be used with reference to the same meaning, it is only one that can be really 
related to that meaning; all the rest are due a certain incapacity in 
the speaker (to pronounce the correct word), and are capable of denoting 
the meaning, only through the intervention of the original word, which 
is indicated by them (through their similarity with if). 

coe men () ee 

It is often urged that when many words are found to be equally cur- 
rent in usage and capable of expressing their meanings, it is impossible to 
ascertain which one of these is the real original word. And in view of this 
assertion, we have the following sūtra. 


Sutra (27). That (expressiveness) could be ascertained by 
means of the particular instances of close application (or learn- 
ing). 

At the very outset, there arise the questions—what is the ‘ learning’ ? 
what the ‘particular instances’ P how too could the expressiveness of 
words be ascertained by means of such instances P And we proceed to ex- 
plain all these points. 

‘Learning’ proceeds from listening to and carefully -studying the 
various generic definitions or rules; while the ‘ particular instances’ re- 
fer to an application of these rules to particular cases. 

The number of words being endless, it is not possible for us to reed up 
all of them; and hence for the indicating of all individual correet words, 
the only means that we have at our command is the laying down of certain 
general definitions or rules that would include all the individual cases cop- 
cerned. 

Henee it follows that, without the help of Grammar, neither the 
Veda nor ordinary parlance could ever enable us to get at an idea of all the 
correct words. And unless all the correct words have been known, we cannot 
arrive at any notion of those not included among these; and as such no 
Apparent Inconsistency could lead us to any knowledge of the incorrect 
words. And it is only when the general definition of ‘correct words’ has 
been duly obtained, that a word being found to be used in a form not in 
keeping with the said definition, we would at once conclude it to be of the 
opposite kind ; and it is then alone that Apparent Inconsistency could help us 
in arriving at an idea of the incorrect words. And thus we find that 
Grammer is of use to us in the ascertainment of both correct and incorrect 
words; and hence it is that the sūtra speaks of the ‘learning’ of Grammar 
as the means of ascertaining the true expressiveness of words, 
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In the foregoing sūtra, it has been urged that as the grammatical 
rule cannot have its basis in the rule itself, it must have it in usage, and 
thus the rule would be based upon usage, and the usage upon the rule,— 
there being an inadmissible mutual interdependence. But this interdepen- 
dence can be explained away by bearing in mind the fact that, in the first 
place by an observation of ordinary usage people become cognisant of the 
fact of certain words denoting certain meanings, though they may not have 
yet quite ascertained the true expressiveness of the words ; and it is these 
words that go to compose the rules of Grammar, which help to establish 
the correctness of certain other words; and then these latter are made the 
means of finally establishing the correctness (and the true expressive- 
ness) of the former (words composing the rules). 

There could be an irremediable interdependence, only if, without the 
help of Grammar the words were not expressive, or if their expressiveness 
were not cognised. But as a matter of fact, the fact of the word being 
expressive (of a certain meaning) having been known beforehand, when it. 
is found that such correct words are often mixed up in usage with their 
corruptions, then it becomes the turn of the grammatical rule to step in 
and help us to distinguish the correct word from its corruptions. And 
thus we find that while Grammar helps us to realise the expressiveness of 
the correct words only, ordinary usage is the means of ascertaining that 
of these as well as their corruptions ; and as such the two being found to 
be treating of two distinct subjects, the Science of Grammar cannot be 
said to be a needless repetition. 


[The Vartika omits sūtra 28 and also sūtra 29, the sense of which has 
already been explained above]. 

An objection is raised—“ As the Veda contains only correct words (we 
could ascertain from the Veda which words are correct), the propounding 
of the Science of Grammar is absolutely redundant.” And to this we 
make the following reply: 


1Not so; because it does not treat of all. 

In the Veda, as also in ordinary usage, we find only a few of the cor- 
rect words; and even as regards these who could ever get at any idea of 
all the words contained in the endless branches of the Veda, and used 
in ordinary parlance P That is to say, just as it is absolutely impossible 
for us to get up all the individual words used in ordinary parlance, so too 
is it impossible even to hear all the words contained in the various 
branches of the Veda,—to say nothiug of getting these up. For who 


1 In the Vartika this has been printed as a sătra ; but neither the Bhishya, nor 
the Nyéyamfl&-vistéra, has any such sūtra; hence the sé#tra—numbering has been 
omitted, though the type of the stra has been retained. 
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could ever read up all the innumerable words that are referred to by the 
general rules treating of an endless number of roots and affixes P 

Thus then we find that, though there are grammatical explanations of 
the words contained in the Injunctive sentences that point out the fact of 
the use and knowledge of correct words bringing about certain transcenden- 
tal results, both in connection with sacrifices and with the human agent, 
yet this cannot be said to involve an inadmissible interdependence, on 
the ground of the grammatical rules themselves being based upon a 
previous conception of the meanings of those words. Because if it were 
a recognised necessity that the Science of Grammar must always operate, 
after one has come across certain restrictive Injunctions with reference 
to sacrifices and human agents—as for instance, ‘the Brahmana should 
not pronounce an incorrect word at a sacrifice,’ ‘a single word duly learnt 
and rightly used brings about all desirable results both here and here- 
after,’ ‘hence a grammatically correct speech rises,’ and so forth,—then 
alone could our assertion be open to the charge of interdependence; for 
in that case alone could the Vedic Injunction be dependent upon the words 
explained grammatically, and Grammar itself would be dependent upon 
the said Injunctions. But, as a matter of fact, (1) we cannot think of 
any point of time, totally devoid of some work or other, dealing with the 
grammatical rules treating of the different kinds of roots and affixes; 
(2) we actually find the Vedic injunctions supplying the requisite basis 
for all the six factors of Grammar—viz: (a) the explanation of the gram- 
matical formation of words, (b) the correct words, (c) the injunction 
of using the words thus explained, (d) the actual use of such words, 
(e) the prohibition of the use of the words not so explicable, and (f) the 
actual avoidance of the use of such words; and as such we come to 
recognise all these as having had no beginning in time ; exactly like the 
Injunctions laying down the forms and uses of such things as the bundle 
of Kuga grass, the sacrificial altar, the sacrificial post, the sacrificial fire, 
the Priest, the milking of the cow, &c., &c. ; and as such we never perceive 
any sequence or precedence between the Injunctions and the Rules of 
Grammar; and hence it is only the fact of the use of correct words bringing 
about transcendental results that can be said to be dependent solely upon 
the scriptures. And hence we find no discrepancy in the Rules dealing 
with the use of words, which have always (eternally) been found capable 
of grammatical explanation. 

The Pirvapaksha has also urged the following objection: ‘ The correct- 
“ness and incorrectness of words being nothing else but their expressive- 
“ness and non-expressiveness (respectively), and the ascertaining of the 
“ expressiveness or inexpressiveness of a word depending solely upon the 
“fact of the word being, or not being used in ordinary parlance to express 
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“a definite meaning, the assertion that the words ‘yivi’ &e., are not 
“ expressive would be a direct contradiction of a fact of ordinary experience; 
‘and hence we conclude that among all the words current in ordinary usage, 
“ none is incorrect, except those that proceed from the beating of the drum, 
“ the mere repetition of the alphabetical letters, those that are pronounced 
“a letter too short, or too long, and those that are purposely distorted (as it 
“is only these that are found in ordinary parlance, to give no sense at all).” 

And to this, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact 
we find the ordinary man incapable of discriminating the expressive from 
the inexpressive word ; anditis the rules of Grammar alone that can help 
one to this discrimination. And as for the contradiction of a fact of 
ordinary usage, this connot be objectionable ; because we have already 
proved above that the Smrti (in this case that of Grammar) has a 
stronger authority than any usage. 

It is conjointly by means of Grammar and ordinary usage thatthe 
true expressive word is ascertained ; and hence ordinary usage by itself 
is accepted as the means of knowing the expressiveness of words only so 
long as it is not found to be amenable to a certain grammatical rule. On 
the other hand, when the two are found to point in opposite directions, 
then we can have, as the Purvapaksha, all the arguments urged under Sūtra 
I—iii—8 ; and then, as the final Siddhanta, we will have the conclusions 
arrived at under Sutra I—iii—9 ; which would prove the superior authority 
of the conclusion pointed out by Grammar ; as also of the person learned in 
Grammar: all this we have already shown above: 

Those who would seek to prove, by mere arguments, the fact of the 
words ‘ gaivi’ and the like being incapable of expressing a meaning, would 
be contradicting a fact of ordinary experience; but the fact of these words 
being contrary to the (Grammatical) smrti is quite patent; exactly like 
the non-Brahmanical character of one who is actually a Brahmana. That 
is to say, just as in the case of certain men, resembling one another in 
bodily form, ordinary perception can only afford a confused idea of their 
respective castes; and it is only by means of the remembrance of their 
parents that the castes can be rightly ascertained ; so also in the case in 
question, ordinary usage being found to point promiscuously to the expres- 
sive character of all sorts of words (correct and incorrect), it is only by 
means of the remembrance (smrti) of grammatical rules that we can 
rightly discriminate the correct word; and in this there is no contradiction 
of ordinary experience. 

And just as one who, seeing a number of men resembling in bodily 
shape would declare all of them promiscuously to be of the same caste, 
would be making an assertion contrary to the smrti; so too, one who 
would declare all words in ordinary usage to be equally expressive, would 
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be contradicting the grammatical smrti. And, exactly like the differentia- 
tion of castes, the distinction of correct and incorrect words, being at 
first established by the smrti, subsequently comes to be a matter of ordinary 
perception, for all clever people. 

There are certain facts pointed out by the smrii—such as the fact of a 
certain result proceeding from a certain action—the time of whose appear- 
ance is not fixed; and hence not knowing when they could be actually 
realised, these cannot be said to be amenable to direct sense-perception ; 
and as such we cannot but base these upon the sole authority of the Scrip- 
tures (smrti). While in the case of words, though, in the first instance, 
the discrimination is arrived at by the help of smrtí, yet immediately 
afterwards, we find the previously ascertained correct word to be directly 
amenable to Sense-perception, specially for the person who is well-prac- 
tised in the art; exactly as we find in the case of music, where though 
the discrimination of the various tones, &c., are ascertained by means of 
the definitions laid down in the musical smrtis, yet subsequently they come 
to be perceived directly by the trained ear of the musician. And if to 
such a person, one were to say that all words are equally expressive (and 
correct) he would be making an assertion that would be set aside by a fact 
of Sense-perception, exactly as if one were to assert that all men are of 
the same caste (or that all musical tones are alike). 

And thus what is against all evidential authority is the assertion that 
even incorrect words are truly expressive, and not the assertion that 
true expressiveness belongs only to those words that are authorised by the 
grammatical smrizs. 

And from this it follows that a knowledge of the correctness and in- 
correctness of words is also possible as the means of accomplishing Dharma 
and Adharma, in accorrdance with the Injunctions (of the use of correct 
words) and Prohibitions (of the use of incorrect words) that lay down 
certain transcendental results following from such uses. 

The Piurvapaksha has urged that “the correctness of words is not 
perceptible by the Senses (nor amenable to any other means of right no- 
tion).” 

To this we make the following reply: (1) The correctness of words is 
actually perceptible by the Senses; (2) there is also a certain mark (that 
accomplishes the inference of their correctness ) ; (3) the correctness is also 
pointed out by the scriptures; and (4-6) we also find an unmixed use of 
correct words. 

(1) All the letters, (a) that are not either half-uttered, or wrongly ut- 
tered, or distorted, (b) which are pronounced in due accordance with the 
restrictions of the length or shortness of the vowel sounds, (c) and which are 
found to exist in the proper order of sequence, are all, like the various 
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accents, amenable to auditory perception, which also comprehends those 
expressive words that are in keeping with the grammatical smrtis ; and 
thus it cannot be denied that the correctness of words is perceptible by 
the Senses. 

(2) Soon after the aforesaid auditory perception, we come across 
such specific distinguishing marks (of correct words) as the deletions, 
additions and alterations of the roots and affixes, in accordance with the 
rules laid down in the grammatical smriis; and these marks, together 
with the actual expressiveness of the words as used in ordinary parlance, 
lead to the inference of the correctness of such words. 

(3) Thetwo kinds of scriptures—the Vedas and the Smrtis—are often 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the means of the accomplishment 
of certain results in connection with Heaven, the ordinary world, and sacri- 
fices, as also of showing the virtuous or the sinful character of actions; 
and as such the correctness of words can also be a subject dealt with by 
them ; because one who makes use of uncorrupt forms of words accom- 
plishes certain useful results, both indirectly in the performance of sacri- 
fices, and (directly) in leading the person to Heaven; and during 
the performance of a sacrifice, if one happens to pronounce an incorrect 
word, the performance becomes as faulty as if he had committed a sin 
in the shape of telling a lie; as is declared elsewhere—‘ one who knows 
the relationships of speech becomes tainted with sin by the utterance of 
incorrect words.’ These two subjects—sinfulness and virtuousness—are 
not amenable to any other means of right notion but the Verbal Autho- 
rity of the scriptures. 

Nor is it necessary to assume as many Injunctions and Prohibitions as 
there are words, because all of them are included in the single Injunction 
and Prohibition—that ‘one who is desirous to accomplish the sacrifice and 
its result in the shape of Heaven should make use of only the correct 
words, and avoid that of all incorrect ones.’ 

Nor is there any such law as that the scriptures should always treat 
of Injunctions and Prohibitions only, and never of the existing state of 
things; because we meet with many such declarations as—“ this self is 
imperishable, ” &c., &c.—which describe the existing state of things (with- 
out any tinge of Injunction or Prohibition) ; and yet they are not found to 
be incapable of expressing the true state of things. Nor do they cease to 
be scriptures by the mere description of such things. But even if there be 
such a rule as that scriptures must consist only of Injunctions and Prohi- 
bitions, then too, we could have such an Injunction as that ‘one should 
make use of such and such correct words, ’ or that—‘ if one desiring to ob- 
tain the results mentioned in other scriptural passages should wish to 
make use of uncorrupted forms of words, he should always employ such 
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and such words, with such and such vowels and consonants, neither more 
nor less than what is absolutely correct ;’ and as itis possible to have snch 
Injunctions and Prohibitions, the correctness of words can very well be re- 
garded as amenable to the verbal authority of the scriptures. 

(4) Even from the Analogy of such instances as the experienced man 
pronouncing the correct word ‘ Dévadatta’ and the child pronouncing the 
same word as ‘ Tatta,’ we can deduce the fact that words can have both 
correct and incorrect forms. And so also on finding certain uncorrupt 
Vedic words to be in keeping with the rules of Grammar, we deduce from 
Analogy the correctness of similar uncorrupted forms of words that occur 
in ordinary parlance. 

(5) So too, the correctness of a word is cognisable, in the first instance, 
by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the expressiveness of the 
word as found to be denoting a certain meaning in ordinary parlance; and 
secondly, the correctness could also be ascertained by another Apparent In- 
consistency——namely that of the word being entirely free from all corrup- 
tions due to such causes as carelessness, idleness, a disorder in the organs 
of speech and the like. 

(6) The corrupt forms of words are said to be correct, on the ground 
of their similarity with the correct words; but we ascertain the negation 
of such correctness, from the mere absence (or Negation) of the condi- 
tions of correctness laid down in grammatical rules. 

Thus then, the correctness and the incorrectness of words being found 
to be amenable to all the six means of right notion, who would be bold 
enough to assert that none of them is applicable to the case ; and that as 
such there can be no means of ascertaining the correctness of words ? 

Though we find ignorant people making use of both correct and incor- 
rect forms of words, yet the learned would be always ready to discrimi- 
nate between the two, just as they always distinguish the Brahmana 
from the non-Braéhmana. For just as those that are expert in the matter 
of jewelry, &c., can easily differentiate the real gem from the pieces of glass 
and other things that may be mixed up with it, so would the learned dis- 
tinguish the correct from the incorrect forms of words. And just as for 
the testing of gems we have certain directions for knowing the real from 
the unreal; so too, for the knowing of the correct from the incorrect word, 
we have the rules laid down in the works on Grammar. 

Hven if the tradition of Grammar extended only from man to man, 
this could not be rejected as a mere case of one blind person following 
another blind person, because we perceive, in actual usage, the correctness 
pointed out by the Grammar ; and also because we find it dealing with the 
discrimination (of words) which cannot be got at by any other means. 
In the case of grammatical study, the transcendental part of it is estab- 
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lished by means of the Injunctions and Prohibitions (of the use of correct 
and incorrect words) contained in the Veda. And as for the knowledge 
of the uncorrupt forms of words, the using of which is said to accomplish 
the said transcendental result, it being immediate in its effects, can be 
very easily obtained by the help of the long-standing rules and regulations 
of Grammar, which are found to be in keeping with the usages of the Veda 
and all respectable people ; and as such the fact of Grammar having been 
propounded by human agency cannot affect its authority adversely. 

It has been argued above that “the using of correct words being 
found to serve a visible purpose, such usage would come about always by 
its very nature ; and as such there can be no need of any Injunction with 
regard to it; as it is an admitted fact that an Injunction has its use only 
in laying down something not otherwise cognisable.”’ 

But we shall reply to this under the sūtra—The Injunction serves the pur- 
pose of restricting (the usage to the correct words only) (IV—ii—24). 

Another argument brought forward in the Piérvapaksha is that “ the 
corrupt forms of words being absolutely inexpressive, they could never be 
used; and as such there being nothing to be set aside, the Injunction can- 
not be said to be a restrictive one (that is to say, if both correct and incorrect 
words were capable of being used, then alone could there be a restric- 
tion of usage to the correct words alone; but as a matter of fact the 
incorrect words are naturally incapable of being used).” 

And to this we make the following reply: Though generally it 
is true that there can be no Restriction or Exclusion without something 
that could be set aside, yet why could not we have a Restrictive In- 
junction that would lay down something to be always adhered to, (and not 
as an alternative, which is the case in ordinary restriction) P That is to say, 
when one hag got to say something, it is just possible that though he may 
at times express himself in correct words, yet at times he might either 
make use of corruptions, or mere silent gestures of the eye; and hence 
it is only right that we should have an Injunction that would lay down the 
necessity of using the correct words, for those that wish well of themselves ; 
and hence by adhering to such usage a man would be creating an excellent 
Apūrva (Potentiality) for himself. 

Even though it be absolutely necessary to have something to be set 
aside by a Restrictive Injunction, yet we can have, in the case in ques- 
tion, a setting aside of those words, that slightly resemble the correct 
words, and as such being found to denote the correct meaning indirectly 
through the correct words, come to be accepted on account of their long- 
continued currency, as really expressive; because the use of such words 
is not impossible. (That isto say, $ .is only the words having no re- 
semblance with any correct words that] have been said to be totally 


312 ' TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PZDA III —ADHI 9. 


inexpressive ; and hence it is the usage of these alone that can be said to 
be impossible; but in the case of such words as ‘ g@vi’, this word is ac- 
tually found to point, by similarity, to the word ‘go,’ and through this, to 
denote the cow; and a long-standing usage of such words is often found 
to lead to these slightly corrupt words to be accepted as really expressive ; 
and as it is likely that people might be making use of such words, 
the Injunction serves the purpose of laying down that one should always 
use the correct words, and not the said corrupt ones). 

Or, the incorrect words being nothing totally distinct (from the 
correct ones, of which alone they are the corrupted forms) , the possibility 
of the employment of these cannot be of the same (alternative) kind as 
that of various materials, &c., in the performance of a single action ; and as 
such, words cannot be the fit objects for being set aside by the said Restric- 
tive Injunction. But the real fact is that while the person is actually 
thinking of using the correct word, he may, through carelessness, come to 
corrupt it (in pronouncing it wrongly) ; and what the said Injunction does 
is to lay down that one should never distort or corrupt the words he uses. 
And there are many examples of such Restrictive Injunctions; for instance, 
the passage,—‘ that cake which is burnt becomes fit for the Rakshasa,’— 
which in deprecating the burnt cake, points to the Injunction that one should 
so cook the cake as not to overburn it. So too, we have a deprecation of the 
use of incorrect words in the sentence—‘a word used incorrectly either 
as to accent ..,... kills the person ;’ and we have a prohibition of such use 
in the sentence—‘ The Brahmana should not behave like a Mleccha in utter- 
ing incorrect words, because an incorrect word is a Mleccha’ (where the word 
‘Mleccha’ indicating a confused sound or speech serves to point to the 
fact of an incorrect word being a corruption due to carelessness, and as 
such incapable of rightly fulfilling the duty of the word in the shape of 
expressing the meaning); and both these (deprecation and prohibition) go 
to show that the Injunction—‘ hence it is a duly purified speech that 
goes forth,’—serves to limit all rightful usage to the uncorrupted forms 
of words. 

An objection is here raised: “ Such discrepancies in the (pronunciation, 
“ &c. of words) as are due to an inherent incapacity in the speaker, or to 
“carelessness (inevitable under certain circumstances) can never be 
“avoided; and as such these can never be rightly made the objects of 
“ prohibition.” 

To this we make the following reply: The sense of the prohibition, 
is that one should not be careless in the use of words, and that he 
should try his best to obtain mastery over them; otherwise no regard 
could be shown to that prohibition. And again, if there were no 
such prohibition of carelessness, the persons, desirous of uttering words 
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in forms that would be easy of pronunciation, would purposely distort 
the real forms of words, even though thoy were quite capable of pronoun- 
cing the correct word (though not with the same ease). And if a certain 
person incapable of pronouncing the real form would pronounce the 
corrupt one, other people, though knowing it to be the corrupt form, would 
yet, in flattering imitation of the former person, persist in pronouncing it 
in the same form; if such pronunciation were not distinctly forbidden. 
And it often happens that when conversing with persons, knowing only 
the corrupt form of a language, and quite incapable of using the correct one, 
even capable persons make use of the same corrupt forms. And thus 
there being many causes leading to the use of corrupt forms of words, it is 
only right that we should have a Restrictive Injunction that should make 
us avoid such corrupt usage (and take to the correct one). 

Another argument of the Parrapaksha is that, “inasmuch as we 
find words fulfilling the visible purpose of the denoting of a certain mean- 
ing, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture dealing with such usages 
as would lead to a transcendental result.” 

And to this we make tho following reply: Even though there isa 
visible result, yet we hold a transcendental result to follow from the 
Restriction ; and this transcendental result belongs either to the sacrifice 
or to the Agent, according as it happens to be in conjunction with, or 
disjoined from, one or the other (vide Sara IV—iii—5 ). It is only such 
conjunction and disjunction that make the same (result) to be both; and 
this, in the present instance, is ascertained in the following manner: the 
result that is mentioned in a sacrificial context is accepted as belonging 
to the sacrifice; while that which is described apart from any sacrifices, is 
lield to belong to the Agent. (That is to say, in the case in question, as the 
“prohibition that ‘the Bréhmana should not utter an incorrect word’ is 
found in a context that treats of the performance of a sacrifice, it points to 
the fact of the utterance of an incorrect word spoiling the sacrifice ; and 
thenco it follows that the Restrictive Injunction that ‘ one should use only 
correct words’ has its chief bearing upon the performance of sacrifices ; while 
the passage that speaks of the’correct use of a single word fulfilling all one’s 
desires both here and hereafter is not found in connection with any sacri- 
fices ; and hence it follows from this that the use of correct words leads the 
Agent to heaven; and this makes the said Injunction rofer to the personal 
Agent.) Andagain in the case of a passage whose main result belongs to 
the sacrifice, if there be a mention of certain results accruing to the Agent, 
who is something other than the sacrifice,—this very fact imparts to such 
mention the character of an Arthavada(vide Sutra IV—iii—1); whereas in 
tho case of a passage describing certain results as belonging to the Agent 
(when the passage is not found in connection with any sacrifice) the result, 

40 
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being described as such, cannot but be accepted as really following from 
the action in question (vzz., the using of correct words)—as has been held by 
the revered Atréya (vide Sūtra 1V—iii—18 ). That is to say, the Apūrva 
bearing upon the sacrifice, not having the means of its accomplishment 
fully known, is capable of containing within itself all the transcendental 
results in connection with it; and as such it withdraws within itself the 
Apirva following from the Restriction (of usage to correct words), and 
then relegates the mention of the accruing of certain results to the haman 
Agent to the realms of Arthavada. Whereas in the case of the Restriction 
being for the sake of the Agent, it becomes absolutely necessary to assume a 
purpose for such Restriction ; and as for the comprehension of meaning, this 
is often found to be obtained even by means of the corruptions of words 
as also through certain silent gestures; and hence the Restriction by itself, 
having all its wants fulfilled as shown above, is not capable of setting up the 
Apirva or transcendental result ; and as such it becomes absolutely neces- 
sary to accept as the true result (of following the Rostriction), the attain- 
ment of all desirable things both here and òn heaven, which is mentioned in the 
corresponding Arthavada passage. 

Another question put by the Parvapaksha is—‘‘ Where does this 
transcendental result of the Restriction reside?” And to this we make 
the following reply: That rosult which has its end in the sacrifice itself 
resides in the subsidiarics that go to make up the sacrifice, while that 
which is not mentioned with reference to any subsidiary character, resides 
in the person that performs the sacrifice. That is to say, in accordance 
with the reasonings brought forward in Sätra III—iv—15, the transcen- 
dental result following from the restriction of all usage to correct words 
tends to impart a certain purity to the sacrificer, who (as the agent) is 
the means of accomplishing the transcendentgl result indicated by the word 
‘Brahmana’ (in the injunction, ‘the Brähmana should not use incorrect 
words’) which appears in the context of the Jyotishtoma sacrifice; and then 
in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Sūtra II—viii—4, the 
Apūrva (or transcendental result) comes to be recognised as residing in 
the Person, in order to render him fit for acquiring the main result (of 
the sacrifice). And in the case of the passage (‘one word correctly pro- 
nounced, &c.’) which refers to the Person only, the result following from 
such correct use, is held to reside in the person knowing and using the 
correct word, exactly as the result of the main sacrifice is found to reside in 
the Person; because the mention of ‘correct speaking’ and ‘ correct 
knowing’ directly point to such a speaker and knower, who is also univer- 
sally recognised as the main receptacle of the results following from these 
actions (of speaking and knowing). 

Though in the passage— No incorrect words should be used by the Brah- 
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mana’—the Instrumental onding in the word ‘ brdhmanéna,’ ‘ by the Brah- 
mana, indicates the secondary character of the speaker (and as such he may 
not be accepted as the receptacle of the main result), yet, inasmuch as it is 
the speaker that is affected by the purification (duo to the correct use of 
words), the primary position may be assigned to him; exactly as in the 
case of the ‘Remnant of the Prayaja butter.’ That is to say, in the case 
of the passage ‘ Mixes the sacrificial material with the remnant of the 
Prayūja, though the word ‘remnant’ has the Instrumental ending, yet 
inasmuch as it has to serve a useful purpose, it is accepted to be the chief 
object of the purification; exactly the same is the case with the word 
‘ Brahmana, ’ in the passage in question. 

Or it may be that, the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ by the Brah- 
mana’ points to the ‘performer of the sacrifice’; and his primary 
character is got at from without, through the mention of the word ‘ kama- 
dhuk’ (obtaining of all desirable results,—which appears in another passage ). 
And the Instrumental ending in ‘ Brahmanéna’ may not be taken as 
referring to the ‘ person using the incorrect word’; and the construction of 
the passage may be thus explained : ‘ No incorrect words should be used by 
the Brahmana who is performing the sacrifice.’ And it is a well-known fact 
that that which has a secondary position in the sacrifice, attains the pri- 
mary position, in reference to the purification (as following from the sacri- 
fice); and in the case in question the using of correct words does not 
affect the sacrifice indirectly through an Apérva, but directly by impart- 
ing a certain purity to the Person performing the sacrifice. And the fact 
of the sacrifice being thus affected is indicated by the context, as also by 
the Instrumental ending (in the word ‘ Bradhmanéna’); and it is this 
very fact that enables us to accept the purification, &c., as subsidiary (to 
the Person, who thus comes to be recognised to have the primary position). 

Even when the said Restrictive Injunction refers to a Person, apart 
from any sacrifices, the word ‘kamadhuk’ expressing the fulfilment of the 
desirable and useful purpose of Man,—it distinctly indicates the primary 
position of the Person. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the utterance of a correct word is not for 
the sake of the speaker or the sacrificer (but for that of one to whom it is 
addressed ),—yet it is the Restriction and Prohibition referring to such use 
that can be accepted as being for tho sake of the speaker and the sacrifice. 
For certainly, it is not necessary that the Restriction and Prohibition in 
connection with a certain action must be for the sake of the same person, 
for whose sake the action itself is performed. For instance, though such 
actions as ‘intercourse with women’ and ‘ eating of meat’ are found to be 
performed for the sake of the person, yet the prohibition of these acts 
is accepted, through the peculiarities of the context, as referring to the 
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sacrifice. And again, though the sacrificial post made of the khadira wood 
is apparoutly found to serve a useful purpose in the performance of the 
sacrifice, yet from the peculiarity of the passage limiting the material of 
the post to the one particular kind of wood, we come to recognise it as 
imparting strength to the person (performing the sacrifice.) And so also 
through the ‘ feeding of the guest,’ when the action of ‘ eating ’ belongs to the 
guest, the peculiar transcendental result following from it is found to 
necrue to the person feeding him. In the same manner, even though the 
word is uttered for the sake of another person, yet the Restriction and 
Prohibition pertaining to it, when seeking for a receptacle of their result, 
distinctly poiut to the person speaking, as he is found to be in closest touch 
(with the word.) 


- 


Thus then, the fact of the Science of Grammar being based upon the 
Veda having been fully established, it is extremely unfair to deny the 
fact of its being a scripture dealing with the usage of words. 

The character of Scripture has been denied to the Science of Grammar, 
on the ground of its having been propounded by human authors; but this 
is as much against a universally acknowledged fact as to assert that the 
‘Moon is not the moon.’ That is to say, if the word ‘ Castra’ (Scripture) 
is to be taken in its ordinary conventional signification, then it must in- 
clude all the ‘fourteen sciences’; and as Grammar is included among these, 
the character of ‘ Castra’ cannot be rightly denied to it. Tf, however, the 
word ‘Castra’ be taken in its literal senso—that which teaches—, then, 
as we actually find Grammar teaching us the correct forms of words, or the 
Roots and Affixes as making up these words, and also teaching the students 
all these words, &c., the application of the word ‘ Castra’ to it cannot in 
any case be doubted. 

Thus then, the fact of Grammar being a Castra being universally 
acknowledged, if one were to deny it on the strongth of certain arguments, 
he could as reasonably seck to deny the namo to the Veda also, on the 
ground of its being eternal, and thus similar to the Akdga (which is not a 
Castra)! Thatis to say, you seek to dony the character of Cdstra to 
Grammar, simply on the ground of its being similar to certain other works 
of human authors (Drama and the like which are not Castras) ; and then, 
on the ground of the Veda resembling, in its eternality, such things as 
Akaga, Time, Place, Self and Atom (none of which are (astra), you could 
deny the character of Castra to the Veda also! And certainly, if ono 
who had learnt the refined language of the city were to address harsh 
words to his parents in the country, who could check him? For when a 
child is found to misbehave towards others, his parents check him; but 
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who could check tho child who would be insulting to his own parents ? 
In the same manner, one who is found to be making incoherent” assertions 
with regard to subjects apart from the Veda, is checked by the Veda 
itself; but when he proceeds to deprive the Veda itself of one of its essential 
parts (the Grammar), by what could ho be checked ? And when a person 
becoming angry with another cuts off his limbs, one whose limbs aro 
thus cut off lives only for a very short time. Hence it is only when one 
wishes to destroy the Veda, that he begins by striking at its parts (the 
subsidiary sciences) ; and then continuing in the same path, he cuts off the 
main source itself, 

But as a matter of fact we have found that the authoritative character 
of the Veda and the Smrtis has bcen firmly established by means of vari- 
ous reasonings (detailed above),—how then could any one dare to deny the 


authority and tho scriptural character of the subsidiary sciences (parts of 
the Veda) ? 


It has been urged by the Parvapaksha that “all the Smrtis are found 
to resemblo one another; while that of Grammar is entirely different from 
all of them; and as such Grammar cannot be accepted to be one of the 
Smrtis.” 

And to this we make the following reply: We finda great resemblance 
among the Dharmasitras, because all of them treat of the duties of the 
various castes and conditions of life ; and as such there cannot be any very 
great dissimilarity among them ; while the subject of Grammar is entirely 
different, treating as it does of the rules and regulations that go to prove 
the correctness of a word; and as such a work on Grammar could have 
resemblance with other works on Grammar itself, and not with the Dharma- 
sitras. And as for the character of Smrti, it belongs equally to the 
Dharmasttras and the ‘ subsidiary sciences’ of the Veda (among which 
Grammar is one.) 

Even though the ‘ subsidiary sciences ’ were not called ‘ Smptis,’ yet wo 
could not deny the fact of their being so many scriptures and having a 
decidedly authoritative character ; because Manu has declared an equal 
authority to belong to the following: “ the Puranas, the Scicnce of Duty as 
laid down by Manu, the Veda with all its Subsidiaries, and the Science 
of Medicine.” 

In regard to Smrtis, we have shown above, under Sūtra I—iii—2, that 
they must be admitted to bo authoritative, because their authors are the 
very same persons who are found to perform the sacrifices laid down in 
the Veda; and this reasoning is equally applicable to the Subsidiary Sciences 
of the Veda. And we have just shown above, that as bringing about 
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visiblo as well ns transcendental results, the authority of the Subsidiary 
Sciences of the Veda is cognisable by all the six means of right notion ; 
and as such their authority can never be denied. 

When one of the Subsidiary Sciences has been found to be based upon 
the Veda, then it may come to be accepted as forming a sound basis for 
other works of human authors. And in regard to that work of the human 
author of which a basis is not found, if it be asserted that it has no basis 
at all, such an assertion would be as acceptable as the description of a 
colour by one who is born blind. While in the case in question we find 

that the work has its basis upon a Smrti that is based upon the Veda; and 
as such it has a decided authority, though removed by one degree. 

Another objection in the Pérvapaksha is that, “inasmuch as we find 
many contradictions among the Sitras (of Panini), the Vartika (of Katya- 
yana) and the Bhāshya (of Patanjali), we cannot accept the authority of 
Grammar.” 

And to this we make the following reply: The presence of contra- 
dictions cannot be accepted as shaking the authority of the Smriis, inas- 
much as we find many contradictions in the Vedas themselves. In fact 
if the Smrtis, that are based upon contradictory passages of the Veda, were 
to be without any contradictions, then alone would they be untrustworthy ; 
as in that case they would not be in keeping with the character of their 
basic texts. Because it is only when the character of the Smrti is in exact 
keeping with that of its basic Vedic text, and not otherwise, that it can 
he accepted as authoritative. And hence the presence of contradictions in- 
the Smrtis cannot be held to affect their authority; specially as when- 
ever there are two contradictory texts, they can both be accepted as option- 
al alternatives; and none of them can be said to be absolutely’ false 
(or unauthoritative). But as a matter of fact there is no contradiction 
among the Smytis on the subject of Dharma (that is to say, all of them 
agree on the point of the use of correct words accomplishing a Dharma) ; 
and as all the contradictions that we perceive is in the matter of details, 
the presence of these cannot be considered a fault, as they treat of entirely 
different subjects. 

As for the attacks upon the Sutras, as with reference to thore being 
useless repetitions, that are made by tho Véartika, &c., these cannot be 
urged as shaking the authority of the Sdtras; because such attacks are 
always followed by explanations in defence of tho Sūtra, the authority 
of which thus becomes doubly strongthened. And as for these attacks 
themselves, they cannot be accepted as contrary anthorities, because they 
have no basis in the Veda, and as snch cannot be accepted as affecting the 
authority of the Sétras which are based upon the Veda. And as for the 
additions and alterations (proposed in the Värtika and the Bhdshya) these 
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are all based upon other grammatical Smrlis; and certainly the addition 
of more matter does not shake the authority of the briefer work. For in- 
stance, though the statement of the duties of the Adhvaryu priest is very 
brief in the Vajasanéyi Sanhita, and that in the Oaraka Sanhita is much 
more detailed, yot this fact does not shake the authority of the former 
brief statement. Hence the presence of such additions cannot be taken 
as faulty. 

As for the reproach that the author of the grammatical Sutras has 
not mentioned the purpose or motive of his work;—such an omission 
does not merit a reproach ; because the purpose of grammar is fully known 
from all Vedas and Qmrtis; and at the close of the grammatical work 
itself, its purpose becomes self-evident. And again, it is a fact univer- 
sally known that the telling of truth leads one to Heaven, and helps to 
accomplish the sacrifices. And wo all know that ‘ truth’ is of two kinds— 
the truth of matter, and the truth of words. Aud just as the assertion 
of a true state of things brings future happiness to the person, so also 
does the utterance of the true word; and conversely, just as the perver- 
sion of the truo state of things is sinful, so also is the perversion of the 
true word, And we have already shown that a knowledge of the true 
(or correct) word is obtained from a careful study of grammar (which is 
thus found to be indirectly serving the purposes of leading the man to 
Heaven and accomplishing the various sacrifices). And thus, the author 
of the Sütra did not mention the purpose of his work, simply because it 
was found to be too well-known to need such mention—this purpose 
being the explanation of all words. Nor is there any difference of opinion 
on the point of the purpose of Grammar. And as to whether this pur- 
pose is rightful or not (upon which there is a diversity of opinion), it 
is a different matter altogether. 

The author of the Vartika has, however, distinctly pointed out the use 
of Grammar to lie in the laying down of cortain restrictions, which help 
in the fulfilling of Dhurma; and of such restrictions, one is based direct- 
ly upon the Veda itself, while the other is based upon Grammar. That 
is to say, Grammar serves the purpose of laying down two restrictions—(1) 
that one should use only the correct forms of words—the knowledge and 
the using of such words leading the person to Heaven and helping to 
accomplish the sacrifices; and this is known from the Veda itself; and as 
such, not depending upon any other authority, this restriction must be 
accepted as laid down by the Veda itself; (2) that such and such words 
are correct—which is pointed ont by Grammar alone ; as without Grammar, 
the correct words could not be rightly distinguished from the incorrect ones. 
Thus then, wo find that the methods of Grammar, being a part of the 
Vedic Dharma that consists of the use of the duly discriminated correct 
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forms of words, serves the purpose of pointing out such correct forms as 
are rightly expressive. 

Katyayana has said— If the knowledge of the correct word be said to 
constituto a Dharma, then, as such knowledge would also indirectly involve 
that of the incorrect word, it would be mixed with an Adharma’; and 
having thus pointed out the chance of Adharma in this theory, he comes 
to the conclusion that it is the actual using of the correct forms of words, 
jn accordance with grammatical rules, that constitutes Dharma, and brings 
happiness to the agent, And though the Mahabhashya has again resumed 
the former rejected theory, in the sentence—‘ Or the knowledge of the 
correct word may be said to constitute Dharma,’ yet this has been added 
only with a view to show that the argument urged against this theory is 
not quite irrefutable; and hence this resumption is not with a view to cast- 
ing any aspersion upon the Vartika, but simply as a gratuitous prolonging 
of the discussion. 

As a matter of fact, however, the mention of the result as following 
from a knowledge of the correct word cannot be accepted as literally 
correct, but only as an Arthavadda, which latter character is distinctly point- 
od out by the fact of the knowledge being auxiliary to something else, as 
is shown by the fact of this something else becoming absolutely useless 
(if the said auxiliary be accepted as actually accomplishing the men- 
tioned result). As for instance, in the case of the passage—‘' One who per- 
forms the Agvamédha, and one who knows it becomes frecd from the sin 
of Bralmana—slaughter,’—if the mere knowledge of the sacrifice were to 
actually accomplish the said result, who would be foolish enough to under- 
take the performance of the expensive and troublesome sacrifice itself ? 
and as such the Injunction of the sacrifice would become absolutely 
useless. In the same manner, if the mere knowledge of the correct word 
were to accomplish the Dharma, who would ever undertake the trouble of 
pronouncing the word, and thereby tiring ont his organs of speech? 
Hence we conclude that, as in the case of the Agvamadha sacrifice, so in 
that of words also, it is the use (of the correct word duly discriminated) 
that constitutes Dharma (and not the mere knowledge of it). And the Muha- 
bhaishya speaks of the knowledge as constituting Dharma, in accordance 
with the rule of speaking of the cause (knowledge) as the effect (the use 
following from such knowledge)—just as the rice that is offered in the 
sacrifice that brings rain is spoken of as the ‘rain,’ itself ; and this declara- 
tion of the Bhashya has been made with a view to show that the arguments 
(in the Vartika) based upon the mixture of Adharma are not quite irre- 
futable; and it is not added with a view to show that the result really 
follows from the knowledge itself. Specially as according to the conclu- 
sions arrived at under the Sutra 1V—iii—l1, the knowledge of the word 
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having its sole end in purifying the word used by the man, it cannot have 
anything to do with any other result. In all cases knowledge is always 
found to be a means of purifying, and as such auxiliary to something 
else; with the sole exception of the knowledge of Self. 

As for the knowledge of Self; both by Conjunction and Disjunction 
it is found to help the sacrifice as well as the Person; because unless one 
knows Ins self (to be something other than the body that perishes) he 
would never undertake the sacrifices whose results are said to accrue to the 
man in another birth. And then again, such passages as—“ the Self free 
from all evil...is to be songht after, &c.,” “one should worship the Self” 
—lay down the knowledge of Self as accomplished by a process accom- 
panied by due reflection, &c; and then from such knowledge, we find 
that there accruos to the agents both kinds of resnlt-—Happiness as well 
as final Deliverance, as is shown by the following passages :—‘ He obtains 
all worlds and all desires, passes beyond all sorrow, &e., &¢.,”—which 
speaks of all the eight perfections of Yoga accruing to the person know- 
ing the self; and the passage—“ passing his life thus he, after death, 
veaches the regions of Brahma, and from there he never returns ”’—which 
points to the attainment of the Supreme Self (Final Deliverance) also as 
following from a due knowledge of the Self. And inasmuch as these 
passages do not occur in connection with any sacrifices, while they are 
directly related to the Self, the results mentioned in these cannot be said 
io be mere Arthavidus; as they are not like the passages mentioning 
certain results as following from the making of the sacrificial post of the 
Khadira wood, and so forth, which are found along with passages dealing 
with certain sacrifices (and being auxiliary to the sacrifices, the making of the 
post, &., cannot be accepted as having independent results of their own). 

Nor can it be rightly urged that, because the Self is laid down as the 
object of knowledge, it cannot have any connection with actions. Because 
the duties, necessary as well as occasional, relating to the various castes and 
conditions of life, have got to be performed, for the double purpose of 
destroying the evil effects of former sins. and the removal of all chance of 
the appearance of the sin that would follow from the non-performance of 
the necessary duties. And inasmuch as these duties on the one hand, 
and the knowledge of Self on the other, have distinct purposes to 
fulfil, and proceed on two entirely different lines, they cannot be said 
either to reject each other, or to be accepted as optional alternatives, or to 
form parts of one another. The knowledge of words, on the other hand, 
is always auxiliary to its usage, and always precedes it; and as such it 
cannot have any result apart from that which follows from such usage; 
and hence we conclude that the said results follow only from the nsing of 
the properly discriminated correct forms of words. 
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Another objection urged in the Pirvapaksha is that, “the correct use 
of words following upon a knowledge of Grammar having a beginning in 
time, the mention of any results following from it, can never form the 
object of an eternal (Vedic) Injunction,” But the continuity of Grammar 
is a8 eternal as that of the making of the sacrificial post, &e., (and though, 
as in the case of the post, the individual use of a correct word may 
have a beginning in time, yet such usage has ever continued from time 
immemorinl); and as such the objection does not affect the question. And 
the eternality of Grammar is also pointed out by the Vedic passage— the 
speech grammatically purified is used.” Nor can it be urged that the 
‘ purification’ here spoken of is that accomplished by a long-established . 
usage. Because in that case the addition of the word ‘used’ would be a 
useless repetition. Wo find Manu also declaring, while enumerating the 
holiest of Brahmanas: “ One who grammatically explains a sentence, and 
he who investigates the nature of sacrifices, &e.,” and this distinctly 
shows that “ he who explains grammatically ” is something different from 
the person who has studied the Veda and also from one who investigates 
the nature of sacrifices; and as such the said passage cannot but be taken 
as pointing ton knowledge of Grammar (as an independent condition of 
holiness) ; and this distinctly shows that Grammar is eternal. 


End of the Pydkaranddhikarana, 


a ge ggg gt et” agp, ft Oy, 


ADHIKARANA (10) 


[(A) Treating of the fact of the words used and objects described in the Veda 
being ths same as those in ordinary parlance—as part of (B) the exposi- 
tion of the fact of the denotation of a word consisting in Class or Form]. 


(A) 
Sutra (30). On account of non-differentiation there is same- 
ness of the object; as otherwise there would be no Injunction 
of performance. 


From among the fonr kinds of words—Nonuns, Verbs, Prefixes and 
Nipftus,—we take the case of the Noans; and from among Nouns, signi- 
fying the Class, Property, Action, Substance, Names and Pronouns, we take 
into consideration only those that denote the Class; and from these again, 
we single out the word ‘Cow’ as a typical instance, And with regard 
to this we proceed to consider whether the word denotes the Class or the 
Individual. 

But leaving this point aside for a time, to be taken up later, we 
proceed, with a view to ascertain the character of the means (word) and 
consequences (signification of Vedic Injunctions), to consider the ques- 
tion as to whether the words used in the Veda, and the meanings signified 
by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlance, or different. P 

An objection is here raised; “ What would be the use of proving that 
the words used in the Veda are the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
that this should be taken up first of all ? ”? 

To this we make the following reply: Tho use of this discussion 
will be found to appertain to the Vedic words; while the means of snch 
discussion and ascertainment is found in the ordinary parlance of the people 
of the present day; and as such it becomes necessary to prove the two to 
be the same. Thatis to say, if the words used in the Veda and the sense 
in which they are there used, be the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
then alone could it be possible for us to asce:tain whether any particular 
object is denotable by a certain Vedic word or not; and this can be done only 
by conducting the discussion—as to a word signifying the Class or the 
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{ndividual—in accordance with the various usages current among the 
experienced men of the present day. While any ascertainment, as to whether 
a word really denotes the Class or the Individual, would not serve any 
useful purpose in ordinary parlance. Because in ordinary parlance, a- 
word being used with reference to various intermixed significations, brings 
about the idea of only some of these significations; and thus the 
purpose of the speaker having beon duly fulfilled even by the signification 
that only forms a part of the undifferentiated denotation of the word,— 
and thereby the purpose for which the word was used having been fulfilled 
either by the Class or by the Individual,—what would be the use of discrimi- 
nating (as to whether the word really donotes the Class or the Indi- 
vidual) ? 

It may however he argued that—‘ as in the ease of the Veda, so in 
ordinary parlance also, such discrimination would serve the purpose of 
rejecting or accepting the generic or the specific denotation of a word.” 
But as a matter of fact, we find, in ordinary parlance, that (in the case of 
such assertions as ‘give the curd to the Brabmanas, but the zakra to Kaun- 
dinya’) the giving of the curd, &., (as the generic alternative) or of the 
takra (as the exception) is pointed out by the exigencies of the circum- 
stances ; aud this obviates all necessity of considering as to whether a cer- 
tain word is to be taken in its direct denotation or indirect indication, And 
thus we find that any such enquiry is absolutely useless with regard to 
ordinary parlance; but it would serve a distinctly useful purpose with 
regard to the Veda, where we have no other means of ascertaining the 
meanings of words (as in this case we have no usage of the Elders to 
guide us). 

Thus then, if the words used in the Veda were different from those in 
ordinary parlance, then we should nover have any occasion to consider 
the question as tv the word denoting the Class or the Individual, for the 
sake of ascertaining what is expressed and what is not expressed (by a 
word in the Veda). Whereas if they be identical, then the significations 
of words, acertained by means of the words used in ordinary parlance, 
would serve a distinctly useful purpose in the Veda, even though it could be 
of no use in ordinary parlance itself. 

Thus then, we find that it is only when the words used in the Veda are 
the same as those in ordinary parlance, that there can be an occasion for 
the Akriyadhikarana (the discussion as to the Class being the denotation 
of a word); whereas there could be no occasion for it if the two classes 
of words were entirely different. 

And hence we now proceed to Jay down the arguments in favour of 
the theory that the words used in the Veda are different from those in 
ordinary parlance—whicl? constitutes the 
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PURVAPAKSHA OF (A) 


“ As a matter of fact, we find that that there are many differences 
“ between the Veda and ordinary parlance; for instance, (1) in the Veda 
“ we have certain restrictions of accentuation, while there is none in ordi- 
“nary parlance ; (2) the deletions, additions and modifications of the roots 
“ and affixes as fonnd in the Veda are entirely different from those in ordi- 
“nary language; (3) with regard to the Veda, the time for its study is 
“limited, while there is no such limitation with regard to ordinary parlance ; 
“ (4) the Veda is to be explained only to one who has been duly initiated, 
“ while there is no such restriction with regard to the teaching of ordinary 
“language; (5) the Veda is taught to the three higher castes only, while 
“ ordinary language is common to all the four castes ; (6) the study of the 
Veda brings about certain (transcendental) results, while that of ordinary 
“language does not; (7) the Veda can be learnt from a traditional line of 
“ Teachers duly propitianted by proper attendance and service, while ordinary 
‘language may be learnt in any way one pleases. And for these reasons 
‘we conclude that just as the sentences of the Veda, and the matter des- 
“ eribed by them, are totally different from those in ordinary parlance, so 
“also are the words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“totally different from those in ordinary parlance. And then, inasmuch 
‘fas it is only the ordinary language that is found to be of use in daily 
“ lifo, while that of the Veda is absolutely useless, we cannot admit Dharma 
‘to be that which is pointed out by the Veda. 
“ That is to say, the word in the Veda is held to be different from that 
“in ordinary parlance, because the latter is not affected by the peculiarities 
“ of accentuation; and because the Vedic word can be studied only in 
‘certain specified days, while that of ordinary language can be studied 
“ whenever one likos; and also because we actually find certain words— 
“as ‘Agni,’ f.i, in the sentence ` dgnirertirant janghanat ’—having a 
“ formation and a meaning entirely different from that in ordinary par- 
‘lance; and the Vedic passage-— the cows of the gods walk on their 
‘back ’—is to be explained in the same wayas the passage—‘ the cake that is 
“ burnt becomes fit for Rakshasas.’ (That is to say, in the passage ‘ uttānä 
“ vai dévagavad vahanti,’ the word * gavå ° alone can never form the subject 
“of the proposition ; as for the ‘ dévagavith’ ‘ cows of the gods,’ these are as 
“ impossible as the walking upon one’s back ; and as for explaining some- 
“bow or other the possibility of such cows of the gods, it is as explicable 
“as the fact of their walking on their backs; hence as the fact of being 
“ mentioned in the beginning of the sentence points to the ‘moving on 
“ backs’ as being the subject of the proposition, the fact predicated of such 
“ walking must be the ‘denotation of the word go’; and this construction 
“ of the sentence rejects that which makes ‘the cows of the gods’ the 
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“subject, and ‘ walking on the backs’ the predicate, which would be the re- 
“lationship as expressed by such a sentence in ordinary parlance]. And all 
“ Vedic words being different (from those in ordinary usage), the meaning of 
“ no Vedic words could be ascertained by the help of other words preceding 
“and following it [i.e., if only a few of the Vedic words were different 
“from those in ordinary usage, then the meaning of these latter being fully 
‘‘known, these could help us to ascertain the meaning of the Vedic words 
“ occurring among them; and thus the meaning of Vedic words being 
“ ascertainable by means of the Veda itself, even if they were totally 
“different from the words in ordinary usage, we could have an oppor- 
“tunity for considering whether these words denote the Class or the Indi- 
“vidual. Butas a matter of fact all Vedic words are different from those 
‘in ordinary usage; and hence it is not possible. ] 

“ Thus then, inasmuch as we find that the words of the Veda differ 
‘© from those of ordinary parlance, on the point of—(1) the former being 
“ capable of being studied in a certain definite method specially laid down, 
“ and the latter having no such method specified for it, and (2) the former 
“ having its words and sentences irrevocably fixed, while the latter are ever 
“changeable, and (3) and the names and forms of the one being entirely 
“ different from those of the other,— we conclude that all the words used in 
“the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, are entirely different from 
“ those in ordinary parlance.” 

On this, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


We cannot but admit the two classes of words to be identical ; because 
otherwise, there could be no [njunction of the performance of any action. 
And if it be urged that “ such Injunction being a result in itself, any non- 
accomplishment of this would not matter much,” —we reply, that we shall 
prove its impossibility on the ground of ‘ non-differentiation.’ ‘That is to 
say, if there bea difference, the words in the Veda would be entirely strange 
to an ordinary person ; and as such any Vedic sentence would be absolutely -~ 
meaningless to him; and there would be a complete absence of all such 
Injunctions as tend to prompt people to the performance of certain actions. 

Or, the reasoning expressed in the clause ‘ prayogacodandbhavat’ (in 
the sūtra) may be explained as that it is only when the two classes of 
words are identical, that there can be any Injunctions of the performance 
of actions, The sūtra speaks of the identity of the objects expressed 
(‘ arthaikatva’) (though that of words is also meant), because the object 
is the more important factor of the two ; or the word ‘artha’ may be taken 
in the sense of ‘thing ;’ and this would apply to the word as well as to the 
object spoken of. That is to say, though the identity meant to be expressed 
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is both of the words and the objects spoken of, yet the sūtra men- 
tions the word ‘artha’ alone; because this would naturally imply that 
of the ‘ word’ also; or the word ‘artha’ may be taken as signifying 
‘things’ in general; and this would include both the words and the ob- 
jects spoken of. 

With a view to the fact that the arguments expressed in the clause 
‘ prayogacodanabhavat'’—in whichever of the two ways it mny be explained 
—would serve our purpose only when we would be having a discns-ion 
with an opponent who also believes in the Veda, and it would fail when 
addressed to others ;—the Bhashya raises the question— “ The Injunction 
of performance spoken of is one of the uses of words; and it is a proof 
that you have to give.” 

And to this we offer the following reply: Because of non-differentia- 
tion. That is to say, in proof of the said identity, we have the following 
non-differentiations :—(1) The word ‘go’ found in the Veda is recognised 
as non-different from that met with in ordinary usage; (2) the object ex- 
pressed by the word ‘go’ as used in the Veda is found to be non-different 
from that expressed by it in ordinary usage; (3) all the difference that 
we do perceive is only in regard to sentences, and none with regard to 
words and letters; (4) the pronunciation and the degrees of effort em- 
ployed in the utterance of Vedic words are perceived to be non-different 
from those in that of words in ordinary parlance; and (5) the rules laid 
down by grammarians are not found to be different in the case of Vedio 
words and in that of the words in ordinary usage. 

That is to say, inasmuch as we actually recognise the words used in 
the Veda to be the same as those used in ordinary parlance, we cannot 
but accept them to be identical. And it follows from this that the objects 
spoken of also being expressed by the same words must be accepted to be 
the same in both cases. 

And though in certain Vedic passages—as in the passage ‘ the cows of 
the gods walk on their backs ’—a well-recognised word is found to point to 
something altogether strange (i.e., waling on the back, which we do not per- 
ceive in the ordinary cow) ; yet even in this case, there being nothing in- 
congruous in taking the word ‘cow’ to mean the same thing that it does 
in ordinary parlance, the word expressing the strange thing may be ex- 
plained as simply showing a difference in the quality of the object denoted, 
(But this does not necessitate any difference in the object itself) as for 
instance, a cow that is abnormally dwarf is still known as a cow; and a 
man with a flat nose, or with his ears covered, is not denied the name of 
‘Man.’ Exactly in the same manner, the denotation of the cow being the 
same in both cases, if there be a difference in the qualifications described, 
this cannot make any difference in the object itself; specially as the word 
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(‘cow’) does not denote any individual cow (whose character could be 
affected by qualifications). And again (for the same reason) the cows that 
are spoken of in the above passage as belonging to the gods (and having 
the peculiarity of walking on their backs) need not always be those meant 
by the word ‘cow’ throughout the Veda; specially as we often find the 
Vedic passages laying down the gifts of cows at sacrifices, using the word 
‘cow’ in the sense of the ordinary cow of the world. 

In the same manner, though the trees on the Méru Mountain (the 
residence of the gods) have their leaves of gold, yet the word ‘tree’ 
cannot be said to signify, in the region of the gods, anything other than 
the ordinary tree. So too, though what is butter for us be honey for the 
gods, yet the meaning of the words do not become different, specially as 
what we know as ‘ butter’ is what is transformed, by certain modifications 
of taste and potencies, into the ‘honey’ of the gods. And asa matter of fact 
all Vedic words being equally strange to the ordinary man (according to 
theory of the Pairvapaksha), not a single word of the said passage could 
be comprehended ; and as such the expression ‘ walking on the back’ being 
itself uncomprehended, it could not point to the ‘cow’ spoken of in the 
passage as being (on account of such walking) something other than the 
ordinary cow. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘cows’ spoken of as belong- 
ing to the gods and ‘ walking on their backs’ must be the same that are 
known as such in the ordinary world, though, belonging to the gods. Or, 
the passage may refer to the fact that it is the ordinary cows of the Earth 
that are referred to in the passage, as appearing to walk ou their backs, 
owing to the revolutions of the Earth together with all the three worlds, 
as described in the Purinas. That is to say, just as we see the gods above 
us, so too, when in the course of revolution the Ea:th reaches a point 
above the abode of the gods, they see the things on the Earth as above 
them ; and hence it is only natural that to them the cows walking on the 
Enrth should appear to be walking on their backs. 

Hence we conclude that the words used in the Veda, as also the ob- 
jects denoted by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlance. 


We now proceed to consider the question— 
(B). 
Does a word denote the Class or the Individual ? 
_ And on this point, though the Bhashya puts forth only two alter- 
natives, yet the commentators thereupon could spin out innumerable alter- 


natives ; through individual restriction, alternation, acceptance of both 
separately, as well as together, the acceptance of their relationship, or 


VEDIC WORDS THE SAMB AS ORDINARY WORDS. 329 


collection, or that of the one qualified by the other. These alternatives 
again could be spun out into many others by mutual intermixture; 
as also by being blended with notions of gender, case, number, &c., 
taken singly or all together; and thereby the alternatives become innu- 
merable. 

For instance, at first we have the following eight alternatives as to the 
denotation of a word: Does it signify—(1) the Class only, or (2) the 
Individual only, or (3) either the Individual or the Class optionally, 
(4) both the Class and the Individual, or (5) the relationship of both, or 
(6) the two taken together, or (7) the Individual as qualified by the Clnss, 
or (8) the Class as specified by the Individual. Then again, does it signify 
—the Relationship qualified by the Class alone, or by the Individual alone, 
or by the Individual or the Class optionally, or by both taken together, or by 
the Individual as specified by the Class, or by the Class as specified by the 
Tadividual, or by these as specified by one another, or by both P Again, 
does the word signify the collection of both as qualified by the Class 
alone, &c., &c., as before ? So also, does it signify the Relationship aa 
qualified by the Class alone, &c., &c., &e.? Again, does the word signify 
the Class as qualified by the relationship, or by the collection, or by 
both the relationship and the collection optionally or by these as taken 
together ? So also is it the Class alone or the Individnal alone as qualified 
by these, either one by one, or by both taken together ; or the Individual 
and the Class, one by one, or both together? Or is it the Individual 
as qualified by the Relationship as specified by the Class ; or ia it the 
Class as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual, ov 
these one by one, or both taken together? So also in the case of the Col- 
lection of these two. So again, is it the Class alone as qualified by the 
Individual specified by the Relationship, or is it the Individual as quali- 
fied by the Class specified by the Class P Or, is it the Individual and the 
Class one by one, or taken together ? And we will have the same alter- 
natives with regard to the Collation of the two. Again, is it the Indi- 
vidual as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Class, or the Class 
as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual; or these two 
taken either separately or together ? So also by making the Relationship 
specified by the Collation of these two. Again, is it the Individual as 
qualified by the Class specified by the Relationship, or the Class as qualified 
by the Individual specified by the Rela tionship; andso forth. So also we 
could have other alternatives by taking the specification of these by their 
Collation. In the same manner, does the word signify the Class or the Gen- 
der, the Class or the Case, the Class or the Number? And with each of 
these alternatives, we could have all those that have been ennnciated above ; 
so also with the various combinations of the Gender, Case and Number. 
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Then again, wo could have many alternatives as to the denotation of the 
word lying in the form of the word or in that of the Class, &c.; and thus 
would have all the aforesaid alternatives. 

Though all these alteruatives have not been pointed out by the 
Bhashya, yet they are all as perceptible to the intellect, as the Distinc- 
tions of Class, Substance and Property. In all cases a slight difference is 
always perceptible by means of the sonse-organs and the distinguishing 
mark (Inferential) of each of these; and Verbal testimony too points out 
the slightest differences among various objects. Thus then, beginning from 
the word, the Cognition that proceeds in a man has its flowers in the de- 
notations of words, and fruits in the meanings of sentences. 

Among all these alternatives, that of the Class being the object of 
denotation is on one side, and all the others are on the other,—all these 
latter being based upon the theory of the Individual being the object 
donoted by the word. And hence, when it has been proved that the Indi- 
vidual is not denoted by tho word, all the other alternatives become re- 
jected by it; and it is for this reason that the Bhashya has not spoken of 
these, apart from the Individualistic theory. But this non-mention does 
not show that these alternatives do not exist, or that they are absolutely 
useless ; in fact, when explained in all their details, they serve the purpose 
of expanding the intellect of the student. And hence, though we have 
shown out all the alternatives in detail, yet it is with reference to the two 
—Class and Individual—only that we proceed to consider which of them 
is directly denoted and which is indirectly implied. 

And in order to justify the very introduction of the discussion, the 
Bhashya proceeds to put a question and then explain what these (the 
Class and the Individual) really are. 

Objection: “ The Akrti that you proceed to consider now has already 
been dealt with in the Tarkupdda (See Gloka-vartika, Trans. pp. 281-95) ; 
what then is the use of any question and answer with regard to the same 
thing ?”’ 

Reply : True it is that we have already described ‘ Akrti’ as being 
cognisable by sense-perception. But we proceed to explain that what is. 
meant by ‘Akrti’ is, not the shape or form, but the Class. This is what 
the Bhishya means by declaring it to be the commonality of Substances, 
Properties and Actions. 

The classes of these substances too are relative in their extension, 
one being included in another and so on. As for instance, the class 
‘Thing’ is the highest that we can think of; and in this are included, in 
the order of lesser extension, the classes, ‘Substance,’ ‘ Air,’ ‘ Fire,’ 
‘Water,’ ‘Self.’ Under ‘Substance’ again, we have in the same order, 
'‘ Earth, ‘Jar,’ &., ending with the individual jars. Under the class ‘ Tree,’ 
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we have the classes ‘Cingapa’ and the rest ; under ‘ Body,’ we have ‘ Cow,’ 
‘ Horse,’ ‘ Elephant,’ ‘Man,’ &o. ; and then the classes ‘ Karka,’ &c., are ex- 
pressive of the properties of horses; as under ‘Elephant,’ we have the 
various species ‘ Bhadra, ‘ Madra, &. Under ‘ Man,’ we have ‘ Brah- 
mana, ‘Kaundinya,’ ‘Katha,’ &c. And just under the class ‘ Substance’ 
we have the above, so too under ‘Property’ and ‘ Action,’ we have - 
‘White, ’&c., and the individual actions of ‘ Sacrifice,’ ‘ Homa,’ and such 
other endless actions as are differentiated by means of various verbal roots, as 
also by distinct Injunctions, Numbers, and Names and Properties, &c.,—as 
is held by other teachers of the Science. Or, all actions may be included 
in the one class of ‘ Action,’ the only difference consisting in the distinc- 
tions of place, time, &c., as has been taught by Jaimini himself under 
the sétra-Ripagabddvibhagat. 

Thus then, it is proved that Akrti is Commonality, and not the shape 
of things; specially as, if it meant the latter, how could it ever belong 
to such immaterial objects as the Self and the like? That is to say, such 
material objects as the jar and the like, may be found to have certain 
shapes, but in the cnse of such objects as Light, Water, Air and Akaga, all 
the shape that is perceived is that which belongs to the Earthy element in 
them, and not to them by themselves. While in the case of such purely 
immaterial objects as the Self, Space, Time and Mind, as also in that of 
‘Action’ and ‘ Property,’ there can never be any shape at all. Whereas 
Commonality or Class is found to apply to all things in the world. Hence 
we conclude that what is meant by the word ‘ Akrit’ in the present Adhi- 
karana, is ‘ Class,’ and not any material form or shape. Specially as the 
material shape of objects is destructible and varies in each individual, no 
such shape could ever be said to constitute the Gommonality of objects. 
Even if the class ‘shape ’ itself be said to be meant by ‘ Akrti,’ then such 
a class being equally applicable to the cow and the horse, &c., there would 
be a hopeless overlapping of classes. Because in that case there would 
be no such sub-class of shape as would form the denotation of the word ‘cow’ 
and pervade over all individual cows, excluding all other animals, like the 
_-horse, &c.; and when looking for such a differentiating factor, we cannot 
find any other except the Class ; and thus it becomes established that ‘Class’ 
is the only commonality of objects. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the instances of ‘Akrti, cited in the Tarkapada, 
being the various ornaments ‘ svastika’ and the like, it would seem that it 
was the material shape of objects that was meant, as held by the followers 
of Gautama ; and it is with a view to remove this misconception that the 
Bhashya has explained the real meaning by means of questions and an- 
swers. Therefore we conclude that prior to the perception of individual 
Substances, Properties and Actions, what is perceived of them, is all that 
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is meant by the word ‘ Akrti’; this is indicated by the word ‘ mātra’ in 
the Bhashya. 

Says the Bhashya : Asddhdranavigésha vyaktih. And some people ex- 
plain this as defining the Individual to be the specific (as@dhdranah) pecu- 
liarities (vigéshah). 

But this is not correct; because the Individual is something entirely 
different from the peculiarities. Because what are held to be such ‘ pecu- 
liarities ’ are the ‘khanda’ (presence of defective limbs) ‘munda’ (absence 
of horns) and the like ; but these are found to exist in various individuals of 
the same class, and in those of other classes; and so also are the peculiar- 
ities of the ‘ grey colour’ and the like, which are found to apply to the 
progeny of a cow of the said colour. That is to say, the properties of the 
Khanda, &c., are found to exist in many individuals, of the same as well as 
different classes ; e.g., there are such cows, buffaloes and gavuyas, &c.; aud 
similarly too, one animal may be just as grey as the other; and the name 
‘Cavaléya’ would also apply to the progeny of the Guvalu (grey) cow; 
and thus the name ‘ Gdvuléya,’ whether it be based upon the presence of 
a particular colour, or a mere couventional name, is applicable to many 
individuals ; and hence ‘grey’ (colour) cannot rightly be said to be a 
specific (asddh@rana) peculiarity (though as a matter of fact we always re- 
cognise the grey cow as an individual; and hence the peculiarities cannot 
be said to be the Individuals). And secondly, in this explauation of the 
Bhashya passage, the plural number in ‘ Vigeshd’ would not be quite 
compatible with the singular in ‘ Vyakith.’ 

For these reasons we must explain the Bhashya passage as defining 
the Individual to be that which possesses certain specific peculiarities of char- 
acter. 

Against this explanation of the compound as Bahuvrihi it may be 
urged that, ‘‘as shown above the peculiarities khanda, &c., are found to be 
commou to many individuals, and as for any such peculiarities as would 
belong to particular individuals only, no such are possible.” 

But to this, we make the following reply: we do not mean that each 
Individual is to have any property peculiar to itself exclusively ; all that. 
we mean is that certain characteristics, two or three together, are always 
recognised as being conjointly peculiar to a certain object, even when 
each of them singly may be found to belong to other objects as well. 
That is to say, even though certain properties may have been found to 
exist separately in many objects, yet taken together they are found only in 
a certain individual; and such an Individual may be said to be specifically 
characterised by these peculiarities (collectively). And as a matter of fact 
we find that certain properties that have been perceived in a certain object 
are never found to exist, exactly in the same proportions, in any other 
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object; aud the particular combination of properties that, never having 
been perceived elsewhere, is perceived in any object, comes to be recog- 
nised as its specific peculiarity. And thus, though there be an endless 
number of individuals, yet that does not make it necessary to assume an 
endless number of specific characteristics. Thus then, the necessary specify- 
ing peculiarity always being found, by only slight modifications, among a 
definite number of properties, all lesser (less extensive) classes also come 
to be recognised as individuals under the higher (more extensive) ones. 
And it is only the particular combinations of properties that come to be 
known by the name of ‘ Visgéha’ (Specific Peculiarity). 

The difference between the Individual and the Specific Peculiarities 
will be distinctly pointed out by the Bhashya itself later on, in the 
passage: f That which is the object of the commonality, aud the receptacle 
of specific peculiarities is the Individual.’ 

With regard to the denotation of words, some people (notably the 
author of the Vdkyapadiya, and other grammatical writers) hold the 
following view: “ The class ‘cow’ itself is the specific peculiarity (of the 
‘individual cow); and as it is not possible for such a specific property 
“ to be expressed by a word whose denotation is always generic, what is 
“really expressed by the word (‘cow ’) is the summmum genus, known as 
“< Being’ or ‘Thing’ or ‘ Eutity,’ as specified by the form of the word 
“(* cow’) and the specific peculiarity of ‘cowness’; that is to say, it is 
“ the ‘being of the cow’ that is expressed by the word ‘cow’ ; specially as 
“the true explanation of what is really signified by words is that all 
“ words denote their ‘being’; and in this all of them resemble the words 
“c Apūrva’ ‘Dévata’ and ‘Svarga’ (which denote only the being or exis- 
“t tence of such supposed objects, which have no objective reality).” 

But this view is not correct; as it makes no difference among 
the various classes themselves; and we can never admit that the word 
‘cow’ denotes any such ‘being’ in general. The expressive potency of a 
word is always perceived, through Apparent Inconsistency, to be restrict- 
ed to a certain definite object. And even such words as ‘ Substance,’ 
‘Property,’ and ‘ Action,’ which are expressive of classes immediately 
under the summum genus of ‘ Being,’ will be found to have their denota- 
tions hopelessly mixed up, if they be all accepted as denoting the class 
‘Being’ only; what then, would be the case with the words that are 
expressive of other minor classes ? 

And again; those who hold all words to signify ‘ Being,’ cannot 
define whether they denote pure Being by itself, or as qualifed by some- 
thing else ; because none of these two alternatives is admissible. 

For if it be pure ‘ Being’ that is denoted by the word, then all the 
words in the world would be synonymous; and any use of the verb ‘is’ 
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would be an inadmissible repetition ; and any such assertion as ‘ the cow is 
not’ would be a hopeless self-contradiction; as it is absolutely impos- 
sible ever to cognise that ‘ Being is not.’ Even with regard to special 
times and places, the existence of ‘ Being’ can never be denied ; because 
being eternal and all-pervading, it must exist at all times and in all 
places. 

Nor does ordinary usage warrant the assertion that the denotation of 
all words is conventionally fixed in ‘ Being’ alone. And for these reasons 
it is not right to assert that ‘ Being’ is the conventionally fixed com- 
monality of such things as ‘ Substance ’ and the like. 

The word ‘satta’ (Being) is formed from the word ‘Asti’ (is) as 
twice modified by means of two nominal affiixes—(1) that which is 
sat, and (2) the character of sat is sattā; and this is found to be 
applicable to all things at all periods of their existence, beginning from 
their production, and throughout all the various modifications that they 
undergo, to the point of time immediately preceding their destruction. 
And hence if this summum genus of ‘ Being’ were the denotation (of all 
words), then it would have been more reasonable for the Vadkyapadiya to 
assert ‘things’ to be the denotation of all things, than ‘ existence or 
being? Nor have the words ‘sat’ and ‘satéa@’ any other meaning than 
that which is signified by their root (to be); and hence they being exactly 
like the word ‘ bhavat’ (the Present participle form of the root ‘ bhū’ to be), 
the word ‘ satt ° must mean ‘ sadbhava,’ existence ; and it cannot be gratui- 
tously assumed, according to the Vaicéshikas, to signify a Class consisting 
of the idea that we have of the existence of Substance, Property and 
Action. 

Thus then, it has been shown that the word ‘ sattā’ is formed out of 
the indeclinable form ‘ østi, which is synonymous with ‘ thing,’ and similar 
in character to the word ‘ bhavat.’ The word (‘asti’), from out of which 
we have the forms ‘astitva’ and ‘ astita’ (Being), is that which denotes 
‘thing ;’ and it has all the appearance of a verb; though in reality it is not 
a verb; because if it were a verb, it could not be a noun; and as such no 
such nominal affixes as ‘tva’ or ‘tv&’ could ever be applied to it. 
And it is because it is not a verb that we have such compounds 
as ‘astikshira’ in which the word ‘asti’ (an Indeclinable) means ‘ exist- 
ing.’ The expression ‘astikshira gauh’ cannot be said to contain a 
verbal compound ; and hence we must accept the compound as Bahuvrihi,’ 
consisting of an Indeclinable (asti) which is capable of taking declen- 
tional terminations, and the noun ‘kshira,’ the meaning being ‘that 
(cow) which has (plenty of) milk’; thus alone can the expression give 
any sense. 

It is for this reason that having found (in the said compound, f.i.) 
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the word ‘ asti’ used in the sense of ‘thing,’ and also finding the word 
‘sat’ to be closely connected with it, and then applying to it the reflexive 
affix ‘tal,’ as in the word ‘devatd’ (deva and tal),—but disregarding 
all notion of the nominative of the verb ‘to be,’—the Logicians come to 
accept the word ‘sat’ and ‘satia’ to signify merely what is denoted by 
the root ‘ to be’; and it is from this that they come to the conclusion 
that the word ‘sat’ signifies the summum genus ‘ Being’ (sattā.) But 
inasmuch as this view is not authorised by the scriptures, it has been 
rejected by all Grammarians and Mimānsakas; even though it has come 
to be so commonly believed in as to make the aforesaid ‘ Being’ appear to 
be denotable by even such words as ‘ cow ’ and the like. 

As a matter of fact, however, though the genus ‘thing’ is indicated 
by all words, yet it cannot be said to form part of its denotation ; as for 
‘ Being,’ however, it points to an entirely different property; and as such 
how can it ever be accepted as forming the denotation of all words? In 
the case of the word ‘thing,’ though the genus that it signifies inheres 
in an altogether different class and individual, yet it is indirectly indicated 
by such objects as the cow and the like. 

The denotation (by all words) of pure Being by itself having thus been 
found to be inadmissible, it becomes all the more unreasonable to assert 
the denotation of the word ‘cow’ to consist in the genus ‘ Being’ as 
qualified by the cow (1.4, the being of the cow). That is to say, this theory 
would be open to all the objections that we shall urge against the theory 
of the denotation of words consisting of the Individual as qualified by the 
Class, or of the Class as specified by the Individual. Specially as the 
qualifying factor would always be cognised beforehand. 

That is to say, if the word ‘ cow ’ be held to express the being of the cow, 
then, we ask—does the word signify ‘ Being’ as qualified (1) by the class 
‘Cow,’ or (2) by the individual cows? (1) If the former, then, as 
in that case, the real denotation of the word ‘Cow,’ (as also ‘ Being’) 
having been accomplished in the qualifying adjunct (Class ‘ cow ’) itself 
(which is always cognised beforehand), what would be the use of the 
denotation of ‘ Being’ after that? ‘That is to say, without a previous 
‘expression of the qualifying adjunct, it is always impossible to have any 
notion of the qualified; and then, the qualifying adjunct being closely 
related to the qualified, the previous cognition of the qualifying adjunct 
(the class ‘Cow’) could not but have indicated the genus ‘ Being’ also; 
and as such we would not have any Apparent Inconsistency (of the idea 
of ‘Being’ entering into the conception of the class ‘Cow’) that 
could justify us in assuming this (notion of ‘ Being’) to form part of the 
direct denotation of the word ‘Cow.’ (2) If, however, the word ‘Cow ’ 
be held to denote the genus ‘ Being’ as qualified by the individual cows,— 
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this too would be open to the same objections ; and there would be the 
further objection of such a theory necessitating the assumption of the 
denotation of endless ‘Beings’ as preceded by that of an equally endless 
number of Individual cows by an endless number of words, by means of 
an endless potentiality of words bearing certain transitory relations (with 
the said endless Individuals, &c ); and all this would make it as objec- 
tionable as the theory that the word denotes the Individual. 

It has been asserted in the above quotation from the Vakyapadiya, 
that-—“ the case of these words is said to be similar to those of the word 
‘t Apūrva’ ‘ Dévata’ and ‘Svarga.’” To this we make the following 
reply: Itis a well-ascertained fact that the words ‘ Apirva,’ &c., do not 
signify the genus ‘ Being’; in fact they too are actnally found to denote 
certain specific individuals, as is proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
(of the ideas of particular things brought abont by these words). Some 
of these words are recognised as signifying certain particular individuals, 
either through the Apparent Inconsistency of what is directly heard, or 
through supplementary explanations, or through other sentences; and 
through this specific denotation of theirs, they also indicate, as the 
necessary concomitant of these, the genus ‘ Being’; which, thus, cannot 
be accepted as forming part of their direct denotation. Hence we 
conclude that, inasmuch as no object can avoid being concomitant with 
‘Being,’ the idea of this latter is due to an indirect indication by these 
words. 

We actually find the words ‘Apirva,’ &., having a meaning distinctly 
apart from the genus ‘Being’; as for instance, ‘ Apirva’=a certain 
potentiality of the Action; ‘ Dévata’=Indra and others; and ‘ Svarga’ = 
unalloyed pleasure. To explain further, all objects in the world are 
cognised, through Apparent Inconsistency, to have distinct potentialities 
of their own; and hence we also admit of the existence of a potentiality, 
born of the performance of sacrifices, capable of bringing to the Agent a 
certain result at some future time; and to this potency, we give the name 
of ‘ Aptrva,’ so called because it had no existence prior to the performance 
of the sacrifice, from which it follows; and thus the name applying to the 
potency in its very literal sense. So also the word ‘ Dévatd’ signifies those ` 
that shine, in the shape of the Sun, the Moon and the Stars, and those that 
are eulogised by all Mantras as constantly moving, in the shape of Vayu 
and others; and thus this word also having its denotation duly ascertained 
ns resting in certain individuals, it cannot be accepted as denoting the 
genus ‘Being.’ So also the word ‘ Srarga ’ is found to signify either the 
starry regions, or the regions situated on the summit of Mount Mern, as 
described in the Arthavada passages of the Veda, and in various Purinas 
and Itihasas; e.g., we read in the Veda—‘“ those men of pious deed 
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who proceed: to heaven, attain the regions of the star,” and “ they conquer 
those bright regions of the pious.” As it may be taken to mean the 
summit of Mount Meru, as described in Puranas and Itihasas. Or again, 
it may be taken as signifying pure pleasure, duly differentiated by 
means of negative und affirmative concomitances, which is experienced 
during a thousand years, and which is capable of being experienced in 
some other region, as is\ distinctly proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
of the fact of such plea’ure being free from all taint of such sources 
of pain, as hunger, thirst 4nd the like; (all the pleasure in this world 
being always found to be mixed with more or less of pain). Though any 
such pleasure has never been experienced in this world, yet we can form 
an idea of it by abstracting it from the mixed experiences that we havo; 
and thus the word ‘Svarga’ directly denoting such pleasure, can only 
indirectly indicate the genus ‘ Being’ which cannot be admitted to form 
part of its direct denotation. 

Thus then, we find the denotations of the words ‘ Apirva,’ &c., to 
be exactly similar to those of the words ‘cow’ and the like; and it is only 
when such denotations have been directly pointed out by the words, that 
they are capable of indirectly indicating the genus ‘ Being.’ And hence we 
cannot admit the word ‘Cow’ to denote the ‘ being’ of the cow. 

Then, all the doubt that there is is with regard to the question of the 
denotation of the word consisting in the Class or in the Individual ; and 
the present discussion is with regard to this question. 

The Bhashya says—' Wherefore should there be any doubt?” This 
is an objection to the discussion, emanating from one who, finding all 
business referring to the individual objects, holds the denotation of the 
word to consist in the Individual. s 

But to this objection we reply that from seeing all business referring 
to the individuals, we conclude the denotation of the word to be in the In- 
dividual ; and yeton a consideration of the true expressiveness of the wọrd, 
the denotation is not found to be apart from the Class; and hence there 
being a disagreement between the conclusions with regard to the true 
denotation of the word, as pointed out by the denotability of the object 
and by the conduct of ordinary business, it certainly becomes a matter 
for consideration, as to which of these two conclusions is the correct one, 

And on this question, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA (B), 


“Inasmuch as we could have no Injunctions of Actions (if words 
“signified Classes), it is the Individual alone that can be denoted by a 
“word. Both the Individual and the Class cannot be said to be denoted by 
“it; because we have already shown above that a word can reasonably 
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“ have only one signification ; and also because the Clans is a! 
“ed along with the Individual. Since all words that ar’ ognis- 
“ with reference to a certain purpose have the sole aye wn as 
“certain meanings, therefore their true denotation ve laid T 
“certained in accordance with what they are actually (cana ag. as- 
“and hence the meanings of all words should be , ancertained in such 

“way as to render them capable of forming fit naxilincieg to the mean- 
‘tings of the sentences in which they occur ‘(and in sentences words 
“cannot but denote individual objects). Thus then, if the word ‘ Vrihi’ 
“ signified the Class (in the sentence ‘ warben the Vrihi’), what would be 
“the object washed ? (for Certainly no washing of the Class would be 
“ possible). And in the sentence ‘Soména yajëta, if the word ‘soma’ 
“denoted the Class, what would be the material offered at the sacrifice P 
“ For certainly no offering of the Class is ever possible. And further, 
“the Class being incorporeal and eternal, there could never be any 
“ ‘threshing’ of it; and as such, any Injunction or Prohibition of such 
“ ‘threshing’ would not be possible. 

“That is to say, we mgét with such sentences as—‘ threshes the corn,’ 

“‘ kills the animal,’ ‘ pyesses the soma-juice,’ ‘ purifies the soma,’ ‘one 
“should perform sacrifjées with soma, animals, corns, &., &c.’ ; and in all 
“ these, the objects that are spoken of as being purified or employed for the 
“fulfilment of certain purposes, cannot but be those that are perishable 
“and corporeal; consequently we could have no such Injunctions of 
“actions, if the words ‘corn’ and the rest were significant of Classes; 
“ while all thsse become possible if Individuals be held to be denoted by 
“them; and the cognition of the significations of words having their 

“chief use in the bringing about of the activity of human agents which is 
“brought about by Injunctions, we must always accept the significations 

“of all words to be such as are capable of properly fitting in the meanings 
“of sentences that appear as Injunctions. So also, in the case of Prohibi- 
“tions, such as ‘the Brahmana should not be killed’ and the like, these 
“also depend upon a previous conception of the performability of such 
“ actions (as are now prohibited); and it is only with regard to a certain 
“individual Brahmana, that there could be any notion of the performabili- 
“ty of slaughter, which could never refer to the Class (‘ Brahmana ’); 
“and hence if the word ‘Brahmana’ signified the Class, there being no 
“ previous conception of the slaughter, any prohibition of it would be 
“absolutely useless. Hence, we can admit of only such significations of 
“words as would make it possible for us to have the Injunctions of 
“ Actions; and we can never admit of any signification for mere transcen- 
“ dental results. 


“It may be argued that in the case of Injunctions that refer to 
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“Individuals we could accept the words to denote Individuals; while in 
“those referring to Classes, these could be accepted to be denoted by the 
“ words.’ But this would not be quite right ; because we have already proved 
“ by arguments that a word can have only one meaning ; otherwise (if many 
“ significations of words were accepted) such a process would necessitate 
“the most unreasonable assumptions of indefinite relationships, endless, 
“invisible, expressive potencies, and would be open to all the eight objec- 
“tions that have been shown to appertain to all options; and moreover 
“such assumptions would be absolutely uncalled for; as a comprehension 
“of the word could be accomplished by means of any one of the various 
“assumed significations. 

“It may be asked—how then have we an idea of the Class? To this, 
“the sūira replies: Because of non-disyunction. That is to say, inas- 
“much as the Class is always cognised along with the Individual, when- 
“ever the Individual happens to be denoted by a word, it indicates (its 
“ concomitant) the Class also. Itis with a view to this that it is said in the 
“ Tadbhatadhikarana: (I—i—34) that when a certain meaning of a word 
“has been accepted, it is not possible to reject it; and hence any other 
“meaning that it may be found to have must be held to be indirectly 
“indicated by it. 

“If it were a Class that was denoted by the word, it would belong 
“equally to all the Individuals included therein, and it could never be 
“ rightly ascertained, which one of these was actually meant in any particu- 
“lar instance; whereas when it is an Individual that is denoted by the word 
“it can point to one Class only (of which it is a unit); and as such, in 
“ this case the notion of the Class would be obtained by means of the in- 
“direct indication of the same word that directly denotes the Individual 
“ (whereas in the former case we would have to postulate a certain unheard 
“of faculty in the word by which it could bring about the notion of the 
“Individual, while directly denoting the Class). For these reasons, wo 
“conclude that it is the Individual that constitutes the denotation of a 
“word. 

“ As for tho other innumerable alternatives spoken of above, none of 
“ these can be rightly accepted, as we have notions of all these along with 
“that of the Individual (which alone can be accepted as denoted by the 
“ word). 


Sutra (31): “ Also because words would not denote a substance " 
(if its denotation cousisted of the Class, there would be no co-ordination 
with Adjectives). 

[ The sūtra has been translated in accordance with the interpretation 
of the Varttka, which is at variance with that of the Bhashya.} 
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The Qütra explained according to the Bhashya. 

“And further, because of the impossibility of there being any word 
“ expressive of the property (of substances), we must accept the Indivi- 
“dual to be denoted by the word; because there could be co-ordination 
“between the word signifying a Class and that which signifies a property. 
“ For instance, if the word ‘Cow’ denoted the Class ‘Cow,’ in the case of 
“all such assertions as—‘the white cow’ ‘purchases the Soma with a 
“ one-year old reddish cow with yellowish eyes,’ ‘siz cows should be given, á 
“cone should offer the gift of a single cow,’ and the like—the Nouns 
“denoting Classes, and the adjectives denoting particular properties, 
“there could be no co-ordination between the two; i.e., the adjective 
“white, ‘reddish,’ &c., could not qualify the class ‘cow.’ Nor is there 
“any relationship possible between these, which would justify our using 
“ such expressions as ‘the white of the cow’; and hence it is all the more 
‘“ impossible for them to be regarded as co-extensive (inhering in a single 
“ substratum). For certainly, it is not the Class ‘ cow’ that is either white 
“or red, or six in number; it is the individual cow that is always re- 
‘‘cognised as having these properties; and hence we must hold the 
“ Individual to be denoted by the word. 

[The explanation of the sūtra in accordance with the view of the 
Vartika itself is as follows :—] 

“ According to us, the word denoting the Individual, there would be a 
“co-ordination with adjectives; while according to the Class-theory, 
“there being no denotation of any individual substances by the word, 
“there would be as great a divergence between the noun and its qualify- 
“ing Adjective as between the Cow and the Horse. Whether the word 
“be accepted to denote the Individual as specified by the Class and a 
“certain property, or the Individual alone by itself, there would always 
“ be a co-ordination, if our view of the case is accepted. And what is 
“referred to by the word ‘ Dravya’ (substance) in the sūtra is the Indivi- 
‘“ dual cow as qualified by the quality of ‘whiteness’; and it is the im- 
“ probability of the denotation of any such common substance that is pointed 
“out by the negative particle (in the compound ‘ Adravyacabdaivat).’ 

“The way in which the Bhiashya has taken the sūtra has necessita- 
“ ted the acceptance of an indirect signification of the word ‘ dravya,’ which 
“is made to indicate that which is contained in the dravya—viz., Property,— 
“as also the acceptance of the negative particle forming part of a com- 
“pound, of which it is not in a position to form a part (inasmuch as it 
“is dependent for its full significance upon a certain word signifying 
“< existence’ which is not contained in the compound). The meaning thus 
“ got at from the sūtra would be that in accordance with the Olass-theory, 
“there could be no word expressive of the properties of an object. But we 
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“have rejected this interpretation, because it is too far-fetched, and 
“necessitates our having recourse to the secondary signification (of the 
“word ‘dravya’) pointed out by something (the expression ‘does not 
‘exist,’ which is supplied from without and is) not contained in the com- 
“ pound itself. 

“ But the interpretation of the Bhāshya could be justified in a 
“way by construing its words in the following manner :—The word that 
“ signifies that (the Property) which inheres, in the substance, is what is 
“spoken of as ‘ Adravyaçabda, a word signifying something apart from 
“the substance ; and inasmuch as the Class is without any properties, 
“such a word can never be rightly used in any sentence, along with the 
“word signifying a substance (which according to the Class-theory, can 
“be nothing else but the Class); that is to say, there can be no such 
“sentence as—‘the Class cow is white.’ But even this far-fetched ex- 
‘‘ planation is open to the objection of the impossibility of co-extensive- 
“ness, which in this case, is found to pertain to the Individual-theory 
“also; and hence this interpretation being found faulty, we must accept 
“the one we have explained above.” 

[The Vartika omits sūira 32; and takes up the Bhashya on sūtra 33], 
with which begins the 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (33): It ts the Class (that is signified by the word); 
because it serves the purpose of Actions. 


(In explaining this sūtra, the Bhdshya says—if the word ‘ Cyéna' 
signified the Class, we could not have the sentence ‘one should make the altar 
like the Gyéna bird.’ And the Vartika takes exception to this]. 

The sūtra does not show that the passage quoted means that it is the 
Class ‘Cyéna’ that is built with the bricks; nor could such an assertion 
be admissible; because [the Class by itself being eternal, could be said to 
be built only with reference to the individuals contained in it; but even 
in certain cases as in those of Self, &c., individuals are found to be ever 
existent, and as such not requiring any building; and even in the case of 
non-eternal (created) substances, though they are brought about in ac- 
cordance with the character of their originative causes, yet they are 
alwaysfound to be inhering in their respective Classes; and hence] it 
is highly improbable for the Clasa ‘Cyéna’ to be built up with the bricks, 
which are incapable of making up even the individual Cyénas, which are 
actually found to be made up of certain veins, arteries, tendons and 
muscles, &c. And hence, whichever of the two theories be accepted, the 
meaning of the said Injunction must be accepted to be, that the altar that 
is made should have the shape of the Cyéna bird, just as a lump of 
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flour-paste is made into the shape of a lion. And this can be done only in 
accordance with the shape that belongs to the whole class ‘Cyéna,’ in 
contradistinction to those borne by other classes of animals,—and not with 
the shape or specific character of any individual Cyéna bird, in contra- 
distinction to that of another individual bird of the same class, And as for 
the similarity of the mere individual (7.e., mere individuality in general), 
itis a purely abstract property, and being entirely independent of all 
notions of either the genus or the species, it would be common to all 
substances alike; and hence it cannot be accepted as constituting the 
denotation of any word. And if the similarity (of the altar) were made 
according to the shape of a certain individual Cyéna, then, in that case, 
the altar could not be accepted as similar to the Cyena by another person, 
who may not have seen that particular individual Cyena; and hence the 
Injunction could not have served its purpose for this latter person. Hence 
we conclude that the building of the Gyéna-altar could never be properly 
accomplished if the word ‘Cyéna’ were accepted as denoting an individual 
Cyéna. 

[The Bhashya has raised an objection.— But the altar could be built 
with the individual Cyéna birds as its material,” and the reply that is given 
is that] In the compound ‘CQyénacita,’ the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot be 
taken as the principal instrument. That is to say, the compound cannot be 
grammaticaly explained as ‘that which is built with the Cyéna’; because 
the sūtra ‘ Karmanyagnyakhyayam ’ ( Pānini III—ii—92) lays down the pos- 
sibility of the particular affix that is found in the compound only under 
certain conditions, the chief of which is that the previous word should 
be in the Accusative; and hence the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot but be taken as 
the objective, the meaning of the Injunction being that ‘one should 
prepare the Gyéna by the building’; but as it is absolutely impossibbe for 
the actual Cyéna bird to be built, we take it to mean that the altar 
should be built of a shape similar to that of the Cyéna bird. 

(Vide Bhashya, Page 81, para. 3) (1) Inasmuch as it is absolutely 
impossible for any words to point to the specific individuality (svalak- 
shana) of any particular Individual of a Class,--(2) as being incapable of 
thus being pointed out, even if the word were to denote such a specific 
individuality, it could be that belonging to any of the various Indivi- 
duals,—(3) as if the word denoted an Individuality in general, this 
would result in an option with regard to the acceptance of any one 
Individual from among the innumerable Individuals concerned (the word 
cannot be accepted to denote any specific individuality); and even though 
it is true that the denotation of the Individual would naturally lead to 
that of the QOlass, yet it being a well-recognised fact that it is only the 
generic character of the contained (1.e., the individual cows) that points to 
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the container (the Class ‘cow’) the Class could be pointed out only by 
the individuals themselves, and not by any specific Individualities (which 
latter therefore cannot be admitted to form the denotations of words). 
And as for the theory of the denotation of the Individuals themselves, it 
is open to many objections ; for instance, (1) in that case no relationship 
(of the expresser and the expressed) could ever be expressed in words 
(because of the impossibility of laying down as many such descriptions 
as there are Individuais); (2) there would always be a vagueness in the 
use of the words (that is to say, the word ‘cow’ could not be accepted by 
any individual person to denote any other Cow than the one with reference 
to which he might have learnt the word); (3) there would never be any 
idea of cows in general; (4) and lastly, there would be the necessity of 
postulating a distinct expressive potentiality (for the word ‘cow’ with 
reference to each individual cow that may crop up), thereby necessitating 
the assumption of endless potentialities. And for these reasons, the 
exact denotation of a word being totally unascertainable, there would 
always be a doubt with regard to it; and that which is doubtful cannot 
be accepted as expressed by the word; and thus the word would become 
absolutely devoid of any object to be denoted. 

The same arguments serve to set aside the two theories—(1) that it is 
the Individual, as apart from the Class, that is denoted by the word, and 
(2) it is the Class, independently of the individuals, that is denoted by it. 
And as for the (3) theory of the denotation of the Class as specified by 
the Individuals, it cannot be accepted; because this would involve a 
previous cognition of the Individual; as without such previous concep- 
tion of the qualification, we can never have any idea of the qualified. 
And as for the denotation resting in (4) the Relationship of the Class and 
the Individual, or (5) in a mixture of the two,—there can be no conception 
of these (Relationship and Mixture) independently by themselves, 
specially as by themselves they are capable of being taken with regard 
to all the objects in the world (and not restricted to the Class and the 
Individual); and hence they must be accepted as qualifying the objects 
yelated and mized; and thus these theories would necessitate the assump- 
tion of a triple potency in the word [ (1) one for the Individual, (2) one 
for the Class, and (3) one for the Relationship or the Mixture]; but even in 
this (1) the assumption of any expressive potency with regard to the Indi- 
vidual would be open to all the objections urged above against the Indivi- 
dual-theory. (2) As for the Admixture, there can be no such Admixture 
of the Class with the Individual, because each of them has a distinct 
purpose to serve, and because one of them is subservient to the other. 
(3) And on account of the Class and the Individual not being two en- 
tirely distinct objects, between them, there can be no relationship or 
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admizture; as these are properties of two entirely distinct objects. Nor can 
the word be said to denote a particular Individual as qualified by the 
Class, because as a matter of fact, no word is ever found to bring about 
the idea of any definite Individual. Nor can the word be said to denote 
the mere Individual (in general); because as a matter of fact, whenever a 
word is pronounced, that which it expresses is not, in the first instance, 
cognised as anything apart from the Class. And for the matter of that 
the word ‘ Matra’ (mere) that you have added, signifies nothing more 
than generality (or commonality); and hence snch an assertion too would 
only point to the Class as being the object of denotation. 

All things in the world having various forms, their potencies too are 
always ascertained in accordance with these forms; and from this also we 
find the expressive potentiality of the word ‘cow’ to be based upon the 
form of the Class ‘ cow,’ as is distinctly indicated by both affirmative and 
negative concomitance. And as for the next higher but partially co- 
extensive Class ‘ animal,’ and the next lower Class ‘grey cow ’ (ideas of 
which are found to appear concurrently with the class ‘ cow,’ when the 
word happens to be pronounced with reference to an individual cow), these 
are indicated by the same Class ‘ cow,’ through the facts of its being con- 
tained in the former and itself containing the latter. 

And as for the objection that the Class (‘Corn ’ for instance) being in- 
corporeal, it could not be washed or threshed (as laid down in Vedic In- 
junctions),—the Class is not altogether distinct from the Individual ; an. 
as such the said objections are not quite applicable. As a matter of fact, 
what is denoted by the word is the Cluss itself; while in the case of any 
Actions spoken of with reference to any object, what is denoted is the Class 
as impressed by (or contained in) the Individual; and hence the actions 
of washing, &c., cannot be altogether impossible. As for cuttiny also (in 
the case of the Injunction ‘of the cutting of the sacrificial animal), the 
action is quite possible on account of the Class being nothing absolutely 
distinct from the Individual; as a matter of fact when certain limbs of 
an animal have been cut off and its skin, &., removed, it is not recognised 
as any particular animal; and hence the idea of cutting must be admitted, 
to be applicable to the generic character of the animal (and not to any parti- 
cular individual concerned). 

It may be urged here that “the Class being impressed by the Indi- 
dividual, it would be transitory.” But we actually accept such transient 
character, at least so far as the factor of the particular Individual is con- 
cerned ; but inasmuch as, even when this particular Individual has been 
destroyed, there are always many other Individuals left extant, wherein 
the Class inheres equally well, the Class itself can never be found to be 
non-existent, and as such we cannot admit it to be absolutely non-eternal, 
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and it is for this reason that it is spoken of as both eternal (in the pure 
form of the Class) and non-eternal (as contained in a particular Indivi- 
dual). 

If the Class were something totally different from the Individual, it 
could never form the subject of any Injunction with regard to Dharma ; 
because the Class ‘ Animal’ being incorporeal could never form such a sub- 
ject. And as for the substance qualified by the Class ‘animal,’ inasmuch 
as this substance itself could not be cognised without the Class ‘ substance ’ 
(in which tho class ‘ Animal’ also inheres), the substance must be accepted 
as indicated (by the Class ‘ Animal’), because both are found to inhere in 
a single substratum (the Class ‘ Substance’), and also because the class 
‘ Substance’ contains within itself the Class ‘Animal.’ But even then, 
the Class ‘substance’ also being incorporeal, the aforesaid objection 
continues to be effective. If again the Olass ‘Substance’ be taken to indi- 
cate its substratum, this would be mere substance in general (and cerfain- 
ly this could be of no use in any sacrifice). And as for any particular 
cases of the Class ‘ Animal,’ or of the Class ‘ Substance,’ these, being less 
extensive than the Classes themselves, could not be said to be indiceted 
by them. And that which is not cognised can never be connected with 
an Injunction; and that with regard to which there are doubts cannot be 
held to be duly cognised. Nor is it proper to perform a Dharma with 
regard to something else, when its performance is found to be impossible 
with regard to that in connection with which it has been laid down; and 
hence the Dharma that would be laid down in connection with the ‘ Class,’ 
cannot be rightly performed in connection with particular Individuals. 
And as for these particular Individuals also, when they would be express- 
ed in words, it could only be in the form of Classes; and as such the 
objections based upon the incorporeality of these would remain effective. 
And as regards the specific Individualities of objects, it has been already 
shown that no business is carried on with reference to these. Hence we 
conclude that (if the Class be held to be something totally different from the 
Individuals), we could never make out the real subject of the Injunctions 
of Dharma (sacrifices). And even the ideas of co-extensiveness (that we 
have with regard to the cow and whiteness, in the sentence ‘the Cow is 
white’) will, in that case, have to be explained, as obtained indirectly by 
meaus of Indication (of the Individual cow by the Class ‘Cow’ denoted by 
the word), while it is an universally recognised fact that an idea of such 
co-extensiveness is got at by direct denotation. 

The Bhashya, however, in the passage—“ it is a self-perceptible fact 
that when a word is uttered, an Individual is cognised ’—has admitted a 
difference (between the Individual and the Class), and has then spoken of 
the cognition of the Individual, only as the substratum of the Class (denoted 
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by the word); because a particular Individual by itself is never cognised 
(by means of a word). And even the relation of the container and the 
contained (that is hinted at in the Bhashya as subsisting between the 
Class and the Individual) is only an indirect (or assumed) one. And here 
too the pointing by the general (Class) to the particular (Individuals) 
should not be taken as a caso of Indication; because it is only a case of 
mere hinting (or pointing). 

Or, the clause in the Bhashya— by the word or by the Class ”— 
may be taken as referring to the cognition of the Individual; the conclu- 
sion arrived at, by means of affirmative and negative concomitance being, 
that the cognition of the Individual is brought about by the Class. For 
instance, (1) when one has cognised the class ‘ Fire’ (in the mountain), 
through the perception of Smoke, his desire to learn the character of the 
individual fire—in the shape of its brightness or dulness—is also fulfilled 
(which shows that the cognition of the Class ‘ Fire’ has brought about 
by affirmative concomitance, the cognition of the Individual Fire) ; 
aud (2) when through some ‘disorder of the mind '—+1.e., foolishness or 
dulness—one fails to recognise the denotation of the Class by a word, 
and cognises only the Individual, with reference to which a certain 
assertion of relatious is made, to be expressed by the word, such a person, 
having had no idea of the Class, has no idea of any other Individual save 
the one directly described ; (and this shows by negative concomitance, that 
without a cognition of the Class there is no cognition of the Individual). 
Or another way of explaining the same fact is that, though we cognise the 
Class by itself to be denoted by the word, yet we do not, in the same 
manner, cognise the Individual, unless we have previously recognised the 
Class. 

A question is here raised— what then is the difference between | 
‘gotva’ (the Class ‘Cow’) and the word ‘gd’ (Cow) (since both are 
equally held to denote the Class ‘ Cow’) P” 

The difference between the two is that in the case of one—viz., the Olass 
‘ Oow ’—there is a slight difference (from the Individual) ; as, for instance, 
we find the individual (cow) belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’ being clea#y 
spoken of as ‘ gotvavdn’ (belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’) which distinctly 
shows that there is some distinction between the Individual * Cow’ and 
the Class ‘Cow.’ And as the expression ‘ gotvavin’ (belonging to the 
Class ‘ Cow’) points to the Class also, the declaration of its describing 
the Individual is not open to the objections that have been urged against 
the theory of the Individual constituting the denotation of a word; 
specially as the word is found to be expressive of every one of the 
Individuals (as constituting the Class denoted). And in any particular 
case (as in ‘one should sacrifice with corns’) the only doubt that one has 
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is with regard to the number (or quantity) of the object to be employed ; 
and as for the object itself, there is a most definite cognition (of corns) 
(by means of the word). 

The Bhāsbya has cited “the words ‘Cow,’ &c.,” with a view to all 
Nouns and Verbs. 

The special purpose that is served by the above discussion is that the 
generic and the particular word referring to the same object, there would 
be no rejection of the general rule by the exception, in accordance with 
the view of the Purvapaksha (while according to the Siddhanta such a 
rejection is duly accomplished). 


oO 


{The Vartika now proceeds to put forth another exposition of the 

above 
ADHIKARANAS (A) and (B).] 

Words like ‘gauh, &c., having been shown to be correct, we now 
proceed to consider in which denoted object the operations of these words 
lie. Though the words are divided into four kinds—Nouns, Verbs, 
Prefixes and Nipatas—yet it is only the first two that are taken into con- 
sideration ; because it is only with regard to the denotation of these—and 
not to that of Prefixes and Nipdtas—that certain doubts are found to arise in 
our minds ; specially as Prefixes and Nipdtas do not by themselves serve 
to denote any objects; they only serve to illumine the meanings of Nouns 
and Verbs, which are the only really expressive words; and hence it is these 
latter only that are taken into consideration, Though certain Nipatas—as 
‘ Pagcatya,’ ‘ Anuydtya’ and the like—are found to be denotative of certain 
definite objects, yet there are no doubts as to the particular objects 
denoted by them. The Nipdias would have been taken up for considera- 
tion on the present occasion, only if they were found to bring about the 
cognitions of two objects; and so long as they are not found to give rise 
to any cognitions of ‘Classes’ (as also of Individuals), they cannot form 
the objects of the present discussion. 

I. Objection: “ Even Verbs cannot rightly form the subjects of the 
“present discussion ; because the denotation of verbs will be dealt with 
“in detail, in the beginning of the Second Adhyaya; where we have a 
“ detailed consideration of the question—‘ whatis Bhdva P’ (Bhadva=to be, 
“being the general name given to the denotation of verbs); and as 
“ the true denotation of verbs has to be duly ascertained in Cethil, in that 
“ place, it is not right to take it up on the present occasion.’ 

To this we make the following reply: (1) What we have to deal with 
in the second Adhyaya, is the ‘ Bhava,’ which is the name given to the 
denotations of the Affizes; while what we are going to consider now is the 
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denotation of the roots themselves, (2) Or, even though the denota: 
tion of the Affixes have to be ascertained there, we may now consider 
whether that deno ation consists of the Class or the Individual. (3) The 
fact of the roots ‘yaji’ and the like denoting the sacrifice, &c., that will 
be put forward by the Bhashya in the Second Adhyaya, is only by way 
of an explanation of what is duly ascertained in the present Adhikarana, 
(4) Or, even with regard to the denotations of the roots ‘yaji,’ c&c., it is 
only proper that we should consider whether the denotations of these 
appearing in verbs, consist of the Class or of the Individual. (5) In 
reality, however, the question that has to be dealt with in the Second 
Adhyaya is as to whether the transcendental result (of the sacrifice) 
proceeds from what is signified by the verbs (in the Injunctions, ‘should 
sacrifice,’ &c.) or from the materials, &c., (Soma and the like) therein 
spoken of P And whatever else is to be explained there is only by way 
of supplementing the said question. 

Thus then, it is with regard to the truly expressive Verbs and Nouns, 
that we proceed to consider whether they denote Classes or Individuals. 
A doubt on this point has arisen in our minds, on account of the usage of 
words, and their comprehension by the people pointing equally to both 
(Class and Individual), and also on account of grammatical works (notably 
the Muhdbhyashya) lending countenance to both the theories. 

II. Objection: “ Before proceeding any further, it must be explained, 
“what connection this discussion has, either with the subject-matter of 
“the Adhyaya (which treats of the means of knowing Dharma), or with 
“that of the present Pada, which is dealing with the basic authority of 
“the Smrtis.” 

Reply: The present discussion is an offshoot of the treatment of the 
authority of grammatical Smrtis, by means of which the correctness of a 
word having been ascertained, it is only natural to pass on to the con- 
sideration of the meaning of this word. 

“ But it is before the form of the word is ascertained that its meaning 
“should be ascertained ; because until the meaning is known the correct- 
“ness of the word cannot be ascertained.” 

Kven though the meaning of a word has not been thoroughly as- 
certained, as to whether it is in the form of the Class or the Individual, 
its correctness can be very well ascertained ; and hence we now proceed to 
consider the nature of the meaning. It is only until the word has been 
known to have some meaning that its correctness cannot be ascertained ; 
and certainly an ascertainment of the correctness of a word does not 
depend upon our duly ascertaining as to whether its meaning is in the form 
of a Class or an Individual. 


Or, it may be that the authoritative character of all grammatical 
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Smrivs having been laid down in a previous Adhikarana, it is with regard 
to this universality of their authority that the present Adhika:ana raises 
a question, and comes to the conclusion that the grammatical Smrti which 
speaks of the Individual as forming the denotation of a wérd, cannot he 
accepted as correct, because such an assertion being impo/sible, can have 
no authoritative basis (in the Veda); and hence on t'1is point even a gram- 
matical Smrti cannot be accepted as authoritative.| In this manner, the 
present Adhikarana would be laying down an exception to the authority of 
Smrtis; and thus it would be quite in connection with the subject-matter 
of the Adhyaya and the Pada, as also with the foregoing diy cussion. 

III. Objection: “Even if the word be admitted to be denotative of 
“ the Class, all Injunctions and Prohibitions would refer only to tho 
“ Individuals signified by the words (contained in them); and as such what 
“ is the use of the present discussion ? ” 

Reply: Though it is true that there is no difference among people, in the 
interpretation of the Prohibitions and the Injunctions contained in the 
Veda (which are always taken with reference to Individuals), yet a 
discussion like the present would serve a useful purpose in ordinary 
parlance, where it is said: “give the curd to the Brahmanas, but takra to 
Kaundinya’; where if words were admitted to be denotative of Individuals, 
the word ‘Brahmana’ could be accepted as denoting the Individual 
Brahmana Kaundinya, who would thus come to be given both the curd and 
the takra; while when the word ‘ Brahmana’ is accepted as denotative of 
the Olass only, it could point to Kaundinya only by indirect indication, 
which would be set aside in favour of the direct denotation of the word 
‘ Kaundinya’ itself (and Kaundinya would, in this case, receive the takra 
only, which was meant by the person issuing the instruction ). 

Asa matter of fact, however, in the Veda too, in the case of the 
passages enjoining the washing of the Corn, there is a certain difference (in 
the true denotation of the word ‘vvthi’) as also in the case of the passage 
that lays down the offering of ‘Dadhi.’ For instance, if the word ‘corn’ 
(‘ vriht’) be accepted to be denotative of any individual corn, the wash- 
ing would come to apply to even an ordinary corn (not to be used at 
the sacrifice); because the washing is restricted to the sacrificial corn only 
by means of the order of proximity of the word ‘Corn’ with the ‘ Sacrifice ’; 
whereas it is found to be applicable to the ordinary corn, by the direct 
denotation of the word ‘Corn’; and certainly Direct Denotation must 
always set aside any order of Proximity. On the other hand, if the word 
s Corn’ be admitted to be denotative of the Class only, then in that case, 
the case of the sacrificial corn alone being the object of washing would be 
much stronger than that of any ordinary corn; because, while the latter is 
pointed out only indirectly by the direct denotation of the Class ‘Corn’ 
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which includes the ordinary corn also, the latter is pointed out both by the 
said order of Proximity and the Direct Denotation of the Class ‘Corn,’ 
which is found to inhere, in its entirety, in the sacrificial corn also. So 
also in the case of the offering of Dadhi, the word ‘ Dadhi’ could refer 
to the sacrificial Dadhi as well as to any ordinary Dadhi; and it is only 
when the word is held to be denotative of the Class, that the offering 
spoken of directly by the word ‘ Juhott’ would come to refer to the sacri- 
ficial Dadht only. These arguments could be applied to many other 
instances of Vedic Injunctions and Prohibitions. And hence we conclude 
that the present discussion being found to serve many useful purposes, we 
must take it up for due consideration, 

IV. Objection : “ All that is considered here having already been dealt 
“with, in the Tarkapdda (Clokavartika—chap. on ‘ Akyit’), it is scarcely 
“ proper to start the same question over again.” 

Reply: (l) In the Turkapāda all that has been done is merely to lay 
down the proposition that it is the Class that is denoted by words ; and the 
present Adhikarana serves to bring forward the arguments in support 
of that proposition. And even the Bhashya has said (towards the 
close of the section Akriti in the Tarkapāda) that the reasons in support 
of the proposition will be explained “later on” (and this can only be 
taken as referring to the present Adhikarana). (2) Or it may be that 
in the Tarkapdda it is only the existence of Class that has been establish- 
ed; while in the present Adhikarana, we seek to establish the fact of its 
being denoted by the word; and though its denotation has been spoken 
of on the previous occasion, yet on that occasion, it was only taken as 
granted and not duly discussed (which is done in the present Adhikarana), 
(3) Or even if the previous section may have explained the fact of 
words being denotative of the Class, with a view to prove the existence 
of such a thing as Class,—yet the question, as to whether the Individual 
is denoted by a word or not, has not been considered there; and the 
present Adhikarana may be taken as serving the distinctly useful purpose 
of proving that Individuals are not denoted by words. 


Oo 


And with a view to introduce the said discussion, we begin with tho 

consideration of 
ADHIKARANA (A)— 

which deals with the question, as to the words found in the Veda, and 
the objects denoted by them, being the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
or different from them? Itis only if the words in the Veda and the 
objects denoted by them are the same as those in ordinary parlance, that 
there can be any discussion as to the denotation of a word; because if they 
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be different, there would be no doubt as to the true denotation of words 
(which would be found in the Veda to signify Individuals) ; and there would 
be no occasion for the discussion that follows; specially as all business is 
carried on with regard to concrete objects, there would be no use wasting 
time over the pure denotations of words; hence the present discussion 
cannot be held to be propounded for the sake of the ordinary business of 
the world. It is only in the case of the Veda, that the words and the 
objects denoted by them being recognised to be the same (as those in 
ordinary parlance), our cognition of the meanings of words could help us 
to differentiate what is directly denoted by them, and what is only in- 
directly indicated. For if tho words in the Veda were totally different 
from those in ordinary parlance, then, whenever we would come across a 
Vedic passage, we would not be cognisant of their forms or signification ; 
and these being totally unknown, there could be no doubt in our minds, 
with regard to the denotation of these words. Therefore for the sake of 
ascertaining the nature of the meaning that is cognised, it is necessary, in 
the first instance, to establish the fact of the words in the Veda and the 
objects denoted by them being the same as those in ordinary parlance. 

Objection: “ Thisidentity of the word has been already clearly establish- 
“ed under Sutra I—i—20, where it has been shown that the word being 
“always recognised to be the same, the mere fact of its being pronounced 
“at different times does not constitate a difference in the word itself; 
“and thus it is found that there can be no other reason for the said identity, 
“ except such recognition of the word; all other arguments that may be 
“brought forward in support of this identity would be only auxiliary to 
“the aforesaid Recognition. Aud hence no further discussion on the 
“ point is necessary.” 

Reply : (1) What has been established under Sūtra I—i—20 is that in all 
ordinary human utterances, the word ‘Cow’ is always the same; and 
hence it is only proper that we should now establish the fact of all Vedic 
words being identical with those in ordinary parlance. (2) It has not 
been explained there why the fact of words in the Veda being spoken of 
of as ‘ Vedic,’ in contradistinction to those in ordinary parlance which are 
described as ‘ worldly,’ cannot be taken as pointing to a difference between 
them; and it is this that we proceed to consider now. (3) Eventhough the 
identity of the word may have been established under the said sūtra, yet the 
present Adhikarana cannot be said to be a mere repetition; because what 
is considered here is whether the denotations (of the word ‘ Cow’ as fonnd 
in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance) are identical. And it is 
only when the identity of the denotation has been established, that there 
can arise a question as to whether the Class or the Individual is denoted 
by the word, which question can have nothing to do with the identity of 
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the word (and hence the present discussion is absolutely necessary as 
preliminary to the main point of the Adhikarana). 

And on this subject, there arises a doubt in our mind; because the 
fact of the words used in the Veda being spoken of as ‘ Vedic’ in contra- 
distinction to the ‘worldly’ words, points to the fact of there being 
a difference between the two classes of words; while as a matter of fact 
the words in the Veda are always recognised to be the same as those in 
ordinary parlance. 

An on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“ are different from those in ordinary parlance; (1) because we perceive 
“an actual difference in their names, in the Nouns used in them, in the 
“ grammatical rules applying to them, in accentuation and pronunciation, and 
“in deletions and modifications of letters and syllables; (2) because we 
“find even the ordinarily known words used in the Veda, together with 
“guch words as ‘svaru’ ‘ yipa’ and the like, which are distinctly different 
“from any words iu ordinary usage; (3) because certain points of time 
“are laid down as unfit for the studying of Vedic words; (4) because 
“tho Cadra and the woman are forbidden to utter Vedic words; and (5) 
“ beoause we find such words as ‘ Agvubdla’ and the like signifying 
“ distinctly different objects (in the Veda and in ordinary parlance),—in the 
“Veda it being used in the sense of ‘reed,’ while in ordinary usage it 
“ means ‘ the horse’s hair’ ? 

“The Bhashya has also cited the word ‘Agni’ as having in the 
“ Veda—in the passage ‘Agni killed the Vrttras’—a meaning (vrttra- 
“ killer) different from that in ordinary parlance. But this is not right; 
“ because a difference in the action does not alter the actor (i.e., though 
“ Agni may be said to have killed the Vyttras, yet that does not neces- 
“sarily make Agni something other than the Agni that burns). Specially 
“as the fact of Agni being the ‘ Vrttra-killer’ is expressed (not by the 
“ word ‘ Agni ’ itself, but) by the meaning of the words contained in the 
“ sentence (quoted above); and how can that which is not expressed by 
“a word be said to be denoted by the word ‘Agni’? And then too 
“there is no means of ascertaining whether Agni really killed Vyrttra 
“or not; and as such how can the mention of an unreal action make us 
“ believe the Agni to be different (from the ordinary Agni)? And further, 
“the object expressed by the word ‘ Vrttra,’ as well as the verb (‘ Jangha- 
“ nat’) being quite unknown in ordinary parlance, how can the passage in 
“ question make us cognise the character of ‘ Agni’ as belonging to the 
“¢killer (of Vrttra)’? Nor can the passage be taken as laying down a 
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“ new signification of the word ‘ Agni’ (as that which killed the Vrttras 
“is denoted by the word ‘Agni’); because it is in the form of a pure 
“ Arthavada in praise of Agni; and also because the passage cannot be 
“taken as describing a real action of Agni, as will be explained by the 
“ Bhashya under the Devutddhikarara of the Ninth Adhyaya. 

“ For these reasons, the words that should be quoted as showing a 
“ difference between the meanings of words in the Veda and in ordinary 
“ parlance, are ‘ Trvrit,’ &c., which (in the Veda) means ninefold (while in 
“ ordinary usage it means threefold). 

“In connection with the above-mentioned passage— Agnir-vriträni 
“ janghanat ’—the Bhashya has said that this points to ‘another form of 
“the word Agni’; but this is scarcely correct; as a difference in the 
‘ property or action of the object denoted does not make any difference in 
“ the form of the word itself. 

“ Therefore the difference between the forms of Vedic and ordinary 
“words must be held to be based upon the differences of accentuation, &., 
“as explained above, and not upon any differences in their significations. 
‘‘And thus we find that there is a distinct difference between the word 
“ used in the Veda and the objects signified by them on the one hand and 
“ those used and expressed in ordinary parlance on the other.” 


0 


In reply to the above, we havo the following :— 
SIDDHANTA (A). 


The words used in the Veda and their meanings are the same as those 
in ordinary parlance. (1) Because if it were not so, the whole of the 
Veda would become absolutely unauthoritative; as its authority would bo 
fully shaken by the fact of its meaning being unknown; and this non-recog- 
nition of the meaning of Vedic passages would lead to the contingencies 
that there would be no such Vedic actions as the Agnihotru and the like, 
and there could be no Vedic Injunctions; because the Injunctive affixes 
in the Veda could not signify Injunction (because they have this significa- 
tiou in ordinary parlance). Nor does the Veda lay down tho use of words 
in any sense other than the ordinarily known ones; becauso it has been 
shown above that the relationship (between words and their meanings) is 
not fixed by scriptures; (and hence there would be no means of ascertain- 
ing what any word means in tho Veda, if the ordinary meaning were not 
accepted ). 

(2) (a) The form of a word as used in tho Veda is distinctly found 
over and over again to be non-different from the same as used in ordinary 

AS 
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parlance (as is pointed out by the clause ‘ Avibhdgdt’ in the sūtrā). Or 
(b) the ‘ non-difference ’ (Avibhaga) spoken of may be taken as pointing out 
the fact that whenever the word ‘ Cow’ is uttered, we have always the same 
cognition of the class ‘Cow’ (whether the word be found in the Veda 
or in ordinary usage). Or (c) it may be taken as pointing to the non- 
difference of the rules of pronunciation, &c., as appertaining to the Veda 
and to ordinary parlance. 

(3) In no way can the word, as found in the Veda, and its meaning be 
held to be different from those in ordinary parlance; because it is only 
when they are accepted to be identical that the fact commonly recognised 
by all sacrificers is not contradicted. (As all persons that perform the 
sacrifices laid down in the Veda accept the words that they meet with in 
Vedic passages to have the same meaning that they have in ordinary 
parlance). 

(4) The Mimānsā supplies the only means of ascertaining the true 
meanings of the words in the Veda; and in Mimānsā we do not find the 
fact of the words in the Veda being called ‘Vedic’ in contradistinction 
to ‘worldly’ accepted as pointing to any actual difference between tlie 
words themselves. 

Thus then, the words being actually recognised to be the same in 
both cases, the only difference in their forms that can be perceived, as 
also the fact of one being named ‘ Vedic’ and the other ‘ worldly,’ must 
be accepted as due to the differences in accentuation, &c. And as there is 
no question as to the accentuation in the Veda being different (the point at 
issue being the difference in the word), what is the use of bringing forward 
this difference on the present occasion ? 

(1) Then as for the words ‘svaru,’ ‘ypa’ and the like, peculiar to 
the Veda, the more fact of a few such words in the Veda being different 
from any words in ordinary usage, cannot prove all words in it to be so 
different; specially as such difference is actually denied by the directly 
perceptible recognition of the words being the same in both cases. (2) 
As for the fact of only certain times being laid down as fit for the 
study of Vedic words, aud that of its utterance being prohibited for the 
Cadra, these, as laid down directly in Vedic sentences, are properties 
appertaining to the utterance of Vedic words, as are also the methods of 
accentuation ; and none of these can point to any difference in the words 
themselves. (3) As for the difference in the meanings of such words as 
‘ Agvabala’ and the like (as found in the Veda and in ordinary usage) 
there are only a few of such differences, distinctly laid down in certain 
passnges of the Veda; and the difference of these cannot justify any 
assertion of such difference in the case of all other words, whose meanings 
are accepted as known ordinarily (and for whom no different meanings are 
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laid down in the Veda itself), (4) In the case of the passage—‘ the cows 
of the gods walk upon their backs’ (which has been quoted as pointing to 
the fact of the meaning of the word ‘Cow’ being different from the 
ordinary cow)—it is not found to lay down the fact of the character of the 
cow to belong to certain animals walking on their backs; and hence inas- 
much as any such animals are absolutely impossible, and the meaning of 
the word ‘ Cow’ is not cognised as anything different from the ordinary, 
and as the passage itself is found to be supplementary to another Injunc- 
tion, it cannot but be taken as a mere Arthavdda. 

Thus then, in no way do we perceive any difference between the 
two classes of words; and hence we conclude that the words and their 
meanings that have been explained before, in connection with ordinary 
usage, must be accepted to be the same in the Veda also. 


man) 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


And now, we proceed to take up the question, to which the above 
discussion leads us,—namely, does the denotation of a word consist of the 
Class, or of the Individual, or of both ? 

There are various alternatives on this point; and in order to remove 
all misconceptions with regard to it, we again proceed to show them, 
Whenever the word ‘Cow’ is uttered, it is found to give rise to the ideas 
of seven things: the Class, the Individual, their Relationship, the 
Aggregate of these, a particular Gender, Case, Number, and the Word itself. 
In this mauner there are eight alternatives with regard to each of these 
two. For instance, is it the Class that is denoted by the word, or the 
Individual, or both, or each of them alternately, or both together, or the 
Class qualified by the Individual, or the Individual qualified by the Class ? 
In the same manner we would have as many alternatives, between the Class 
and the Relationship, the Class and the Aggregate, the Class and the 
Case, the Class and the Number, the Gender and the Class, and so forth ; 
also with regard to each of them as taken all along with all others,— 
thereby we come to have alternatives six times eight (or forty-eight) in 
number; and yet many other combinations being possible, the number of 
alternatives becomes endless. 


In the Pérvapaksha, the Bhashya has montioned only four of these 
alternatives: Does the word signify—(1) the Class by itself, or (2) the 
Individual by itself, or (3) the Individual qualified by the Class, or (4) 
the Class qualified by the Individual? And these should be taken as 
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including all the other alternatives; and as all these are set aside by 
means of the same arguments, they have not been all pointed out in 
detail. And hence at first we take up for consideration only two of the 
alternatives—Does the word denote the Class or the Individual ? 

The ground of doubt on this point has been explained by the Bhashya 
thus: sdményapratyayadvyaktau ca kriyasambhavat (because the cognition 
is that of the Class, while the action that is laid down can pertain to the 
Individual). But this is not quite correct; because the Individual is often 
found to be cognised; and hence it is not quite correct to speak of the 
Class as being the cognised in all cases. For if the Individual were never 
cognised (by means of the word), there could be no question as to whether 
it is denoted by the word ornot. Nor can the fact of the action appertain- 
ing to the Individual serve as a reason for accepting it to be denoted by 
tho word. 

Hence we must accept the ground of doubt to be as we have ex- 
plained before, namely that, inasmuch as both Usage and Cognition are 
found to apply commonly to the Class and the Individual, and as gram- 
matical works are found to lend special support to the Individual-theory, 
there naturally arises a doubt as to which is to be accepted as the real 
denotation of the word. 

Or, the Bhashya may be construed in the following manner: when a 
word is uttered, (1) there is a ‘Sa@mdnyapratyuya,’ i.e., common recognition of 
the Class as well as the Individual; and (2) it is in the Individual 
(‘vyaktau,’) as also in the Olass (this being indicated by the particle ‘ ca ’) 
that Actions—such as fetching, touching, building of the altar in the shape 
of the Cyéna, and the like—are found to be capable of appertaining 
(hence there naturally arises a doubt as to the real denotation of the 
word). Or, the meaning of the Bhashya may be explained thus: ‘ Sama- 
nyapratyayat’= because we have a cognition of the Class (Sdmdanya) as also 
of the Individual; and ‘ Kriyäsambhavāt’ is to be taken in the same way 
as before. 


The Bhéshya next starts the question— What is the Class, and what is 
the Individual ? 

Some people object to this question: “ Why should this question be 
started over again, when the character of the Class has already been ex- 
plained in the Tarkapida ? ” 

This objection does not affect the case. Because (1) the question 
may be taken as pat by one who has not quite understood the nature of 
the Class as explained before. Or, (2) there being a doubt as to the true 
siguification of the word, on account of its bringing about a cognition of 
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both the Individual and the Class, the question may be taken as making 
an enquiry as to which portion of the Cognition (produced by the word) 
consists of the Individual, and which of the ClassP Or (3) the question 
may be taken as put ironically—the meaning being this: when as a 
matter of fact, we do not perceive anything other than the bodies of the 
Individual cows, grey and the like, wherefore should there be any distiuc- 
tion made between the Class and the Individual? Or, (4) all discussion 
being for the sake of some business, even though the Class be denoted by 
the word, inasmuch as all actions are found to apportain to the Individual 
(aud as such all purposes being served by accepting the Individual to be 
denoted by the word), there can be no use of any discussion as to what is 
the denotation of the word. But as the sūtra is actually found to be tak- 
ing great pains in the consideration of the question, it appears that there 
does exist some such thing as Qlass, apart from the Individuals; (and 
hence it is only natural that we should consider the question as to what 
is this Class and what the Individual). i 

In reply to the above question, the Bhāshya says: Dravyaguna- 
karmanām sämānyamātram jatih—(Class is the commonality of Substances, 
Properties and Actions). 

A mere explanation of the form of the Class serves to satisfy those 
persons that had put the question either from ignorance, or from doubt; 
while for one who had put it out of spite, we offer the following explana- 
tion: Though the Class is not perceived as anything totally different from 
the Individual, yet at the time that we perceive certain individual 
cows, the grey one and the like, we have an idea of a certain character 
that is common to all the various individuals perceived, as has been 
shown in the Turkupdda; and it is this commonality that constitutes the 
Class, and that which is other than this (1.e., that which is peculiar to 
each cow) is the Individual. 

This explanation of ‘Class’ in the Bhashya does not serve either to 
assert the existence of the Class, or to bring forward proofs for its exis- 
tence; it only serves to distinguish the Class from the Individual. It is 
. with a view to this that we have the word ‘mdtra’ (mere); for if mere 
distinction from the Individual were not meant, this word would have 
been superfluous. 

If the question be taken as asking what is the Class that is meant to 
be something apart from the Individuals, then the answer may be taken 
as pointing out that the Class that we mean is the mere commonality of 
individual Substances, Properties aud Actions, and not anything totally 
different from the Individuals. 

(1) And what is meant by this ‘commonality’ may be taken as the 
summum genus ‘Being,’ which 8 common to all Substances, Properties 
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and Actions, this including all the lower genera therein contained; (2) 
or the word ‘commonality’ may be taken separately with each of these 
(Substances, Properties and Actions), the Classes meant being the three 
classes of ‘Substance,’ ‘ Property’ and ‘ Action’; as there is no business 
pertaining to the summum genus ‘Being’; (3) or, on account of the word 
‘ mtra,’ the Classes meant may be all the Classes known in the world— 
from the summum genus ‘ Being’ down to the smallest Class in existence. 

The Individual is explained by the Bhashya as—‘ asddhdranuvicésha 
vyaktih’; and in this the compound ‘ asddh@ranavigéshah’ must be taken 
as Bahuvrihi,—the meaning of the Bhiashya being that that which has a specific 
peculiarity is the Individual. And it cannot mean that the Individual con- 
sists of the specific peculiarities themselves (the said compound being ex- 
plained as Karmadharaya) ; because in a subsequent chapter, the Bhashya 
distinctly speaks of the Individual as the receptacle of (and as such 
something different from) the peculiarities; and also because we have cer- 
tain Qmyti texts that point out the Individual to be different from the 
peculiarities. 

Hence we conclude that it is only right to start the question as to 
whether the word denotes the Class or the Individual. 


And on this point we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“We conclude that it is only the Individual that is denoted by the 
“word; (1) because it is only when the word signifies the Individual, 
“that we can have any Injunction of such actions (Sūtra 30) as killing, wash- 
“ing, cutting and so forth, which would be absolutely impossible if words 
“signified the Class; (2) because it is only then that we can have even 
“ordinary directions in the world, such as—‘ Dévadatta, drive the cows,’ 
“and the like; (3) because only in that case could we have the various 
“ Numbers and Cases of Nouns; that is to say, if the Individual were 
“denoted by the word, then alone could we have such expressions as 
“ Vrkshau, Vrkshdbhyam, &c., where we have the Dual number, and the In- 
‘“‘strumental Case, in addition to the Noun; as for the Class, it is only one, 
“ and as such no Number, dual or plural, could pertain to it; nor (being im- 
“ material) can it have any Cases belonging to it; and hence if the Class 
“« were accepted to form the denotation, such expressions as ‘ Vrkshau,’ and 
“c Vrkshabhyam’ would be absolutely impossible; (4) and hence if the 
“ direct denotation of a word consisted of the Class, it would be necessary 
“in the case of each sentence, to accept an indirect Indication (of the 
“ word) pointing to the Individual; and hence all Vedic passages would 
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“ come to be taken in their indirect significations only ; on the other hand, 
“if the word be accepted to denote the [udividual, in all sentences, there 
“would be a direct co-extensiveness—exactly as in the expression 
“<: Dévadatta is a man’ (and there would be no necessity of having 
‘recourse to any indirect signification); while in the Class-theory, it 
“ would be necessary even in such simple instances to have recourse to 
“indirect Indication; and hence too, the Individual would come to be 
“acknowledged to be denoted by the word; (5) when we meet with such 
“ Vedic Injunctions as—‘one should kill the animal,’ we proceed to 
“carry on the subsequent business with the Tongue, Heart, &., of the 
“ individual animal that is killed; and not with the whole Class‘ animal’; 
(6) and again, all actions stand in need of certain substances ; and 
“ hence if the words in an Injunction were accepted to be denotative of 
“the Individual, then alone could the Injunction be found to lay down 
‘something that is needed, not otherwise; (7) the Individual being a 
“ definite entity (acknowledged by all of us), that alone, and not the 
“ Class, can be rightly accepted as being denoted by a word. And 
“for all these reasons, we conclude that it is the Individual that is denoted 
“by the word. 

“Some people might ask—‘ Why should we not accept both the 
“ Individual and the Class to be denoted by the word? That would be 
“quite in keeping with usage and comprehension.’ This cannot be; 
“ because this would involve the assumption of a manifold potency in the 
“ word, which is not allowable; specially as the comprehension of the one 
“(the Class) can very well be explained as being due to the intimate 
“ relationship that it bears to the other (the Individual); and hence we 
“ must accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. 

“It may be asked—‘ How then do you explain the idea of com- 
“ monality that we have?’ We can explain this as brought about by its 
“ relationship to the Individuals. 

“Tt may be argued that—‘ when we actually find that an action is 
‘ otherwise impossible, then alone can this Apparent Inconsistency justify 
“our accepting the Individual to be denoted by the word; whereas in 
“all other cases, inasmuch as it is the Class that is cognised first, we 
“ must hold the word to be denotative of the Class.’ This cannot be; 
“ because this too would necessitate the assumption of manifold poten- 
“cies in each word; and as, in that case, the denotation being always 
“uncertain, the true meaning of an Injunction would always remain 
“ doubtful. 

“ Some people argue thus: ‘Onc who holds an Individual to be 
“ denoted by the word, can have no ground for applying that word to any 
“other Individual.’ But there is no such real difficulty; as there is 
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“always such a ground available, in the shape of the fact of tho one 
“ Individual belonging to the same Class as the other. 

“There is a difficulty in the Bhashya here. Having started the 
“ question—‘ how then do we have an idea of commonality’?—the Bhashya 
“replies —‘ the Olass would serve as the mark’? But the reply is quite 
“irrelevant; because what was wanted to be known was the reason for 
“the idea of commonality, while what the reply points out is the ground 
“for applying the same word to many Individuals! Therefore we must 
“take the Bhāshya hore to be elliptical, explaining it thus: Question (1) 
“* —< How then do we have an idea of commonality? Anuswer—‘ Through the 
“relationship it bears to the Individuals.’ Question (2)—‘ But how is the 
“same word applicable to another Individual ?’ Auswer—‘ Through the Olass 
“ which serves as the mark (common to all of them).’ Or, we may explain 
“the Bhashya iu the following manner: Being asked—‘ How then do we 
‘havo an idea of commonality ?’—the Parvapakshi, finding himself uu- 
“able to absolutely deny the said idea of commonality, seeks refuge in 
“tho theory that the word denotes the Individual qualified by the Class, 
“__the meaning of the word ‘ cthna’ being qualification, and the passage 
“Sakrtigcethnabhita bhavishyati,’ meaning that the Class (commonality) 
“ could be recognised as the qualificution of the Individual. 

“Thus then, even the idea of commonality cannot be urged against 
“the Individualistic theory. And we conclude that the denotation of a 
“ word consists of the Individual, either by itself, or as qualified by the 
Class. 

“ And it is only then that we can accept the number ‘six ’—in the 
* sentence ‘six cows ’—to belong to the cows (Sutra 31). 

“ And also in the case of the Injunction that,—if the animal kept for 
“a sacrifice happens to be lost, we should obtain another of the same 
“ colour—unless we accept the word ‘animal’ to denote the individual 
“animal, the word ‘another’ could not point to another animal; nor 
“would it be possible to speak of this another as being ‘of the same 
colour.’ Because if the whole Class ‘Animal’ were denoted by the 
“word ‘Animal’; the one animal would be as much an animal as the ` 
“other; and hence even if another animal had to be fetched, it would 
“not be another (but the same Animal); nor can the Class be said to 
“bo ‘of the same colour’ (as the former animal), And hence we con- 
“ clude that it is the Individual that is donoted by the word.” 
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To all this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
(as explained in the Bhishya.) 


It can never be that the Individual is denoted by the word; as it is 
the Class that is denoted by it; because we meet with such passages as— 
‘ Cyénacitam cinvita,’ where the two meanings that could be possible are— 
(1) ‘one should build up a particular Cyéna bird,’ or (2) ‘he should build 
the Class Gyéna.’ 

But as for the Individual Cyéna bird, any number of bricks could not 
build up any such bird; specially as we cannot build up a bird even with 
the arteries and tendons taken out of a dead bird; and thus the mention 
of ‘ bricks’ precludes all possibility of the making of a live bird; and we 
would also have to assume a certain purpose for the building of a bird 
out of brick and mortar; in which case we would have the further dis- 
advantage of having to take the word ‘ cinvita’ in a figurative sense (t.e., 
of preparing, instead of making); and lastly, such an intepretation would 
involve a breach of the grammatical law ‘ Karmanyagnyaikhyadyam’ 
(Panini ILI—ii—12) explained above. And hence the passage cannot be 
taken to mean that one should make, by the building, a CGyéna bird. 

In the same manuer, (1) it is equally impossible to build up the 
Class ‘Cyéna’ with bricks and mortar, as it is created by God alone; (2) 
such an interpretation would necessitate the assumption of some purpose 
for this making of the Class; (3) and also the taking of the word ‘ cinvita’ 
in a sense not its own; and (4) this would also involve a breach of the 
grammatical rule quoted above. Hence the passage cannot bo taken even 
to mean that one should make the Class ‘ Oyéna.’ 

Thus then, the only resource left to us is to take the passage to 
mean that by the building (collection of bricks) one should make an altar of 
the shape of the Gyéna bird. In this case it is impossible for the altar to 
be made similar to any particular Cyéna bird; and we cannot make it 
similar to all the individual birds ; specially as it is absolutely impossible 
to ascertain the similitude of such birds as have not yet been born, or of 
those that are yet to be born; and it is only possible to make an altar 
having a shape that is common to the whole Class ‘Cyéna.’ Hence we 
conclude that the Class alone can be held to be denoted by the word. 

An objection is here raised: “Why cannot the passage be taken 
to mean that one should build up the altar with the bodies of dead Cyéna 
birds, the compound ‘CGyénacitam’ being taken as ‘ Çyēnnaiçcitam’ (the 
Justrumental Tatpurusha )” ? 

To this question, the Bhāshya replies that the word ‘ Cyéna’ is the 
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objective (and not the Instrument). But this is not correct. In the 
passage itself the word ‘Gyéna’ has no independent signification of its 
own; nor is it found to have the Accusative termination to itself, as this 
termination appears after the whole compound ‘ Cyénacita’; and as such 
it cannot be taken as signifying the objective. Therefore we must make 
use of the aforesaid grammatical stra in denying the fact of the word 
‘Cyéna’ having an Instrumental signification. The si/ra means that ‘ the 
kvip affix is added to the root ct when it is preceded by an objective noun, 
specially wheu the root et signifies the altar of sacrificial fire’; aud as the 
root ‘ci’ by itself cannot signify the altar, it is only the root ending in 
the kvip affix—as is possible only in such compounds as ‘ Cyénacita’ 
(where the noun ‘Cyéna’ must be the objective, in order to make the 
particular affix kvip possible, in accordance with the above-quoted sūtra) 
—that can be taken to mean the altar; and the word ‘Cyéna’ cannot be 
hold to have any indopendent meaning of itself (apart from tle compound). 
And hence we must conclude that the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot be taken to be 
in the Instrumental Case. Even if the Instrumental Case were admitted, 
(1) there would be no rule by which we could have a compound, under 
the circumstances; (2) over and above this, we would have to assume the 
Instrumental case-ending, which does not exist; (3) by assuming the 
(bodies of the) Cy&éna birds to be the materials for making the altar, it 
would involve an abandonning of the bricks, which have been distinctly 
laid down as the material to be employed in the building; and (4) there 
would be a needless sinful slaughter of so many Cyéna birds, when there 
are other means of accomplishing the samo thing. Thus then, it being 
impossible for the word ‘ Cyéna’ to be taken in the Instrumental Case, we 
must take the pa&sage to mean that one should build the altar similar in 
shape to the Gyéna bird. And as such an interpretation would be possible 
only if the word (‘Cyéua’) denoted the Class—as we have shown anole 
wo must admit the Class to be denoted by the word. 

Oljection: “ It is not so; the possibility of the single action of the 
“making of the altar cannot be accepted as sufficient reason for accept- 
“ing the Class to be the denotation of a word; specially as we have 
“already shown that there are many actions—like killing, washing, &c., 
“ which would be possible, only if the Individual were accepted to be denoted 
“bythe word. And as the passages laying down actions like these latter 
“are very many, while you have got only one passage in support of your 
“ theory, it is far more reasonable to hold the word to denote the Indi- 
“vidual. If it be urged that—‘even in accordance with the Class- 
“theory, in the case of the Injunctions of such actions as washing and the 
“like, we can have the Individual pointed out by indirect Indication, — 
‘wo reply that it is far more reasonable to accept the Individual theory, 
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“and have recourse to indirect Indication in the single passage treating of 
“the Çyëna (while you have got to have recourse to it in the case of 
“many passages); and it is certainly far more reasonable to have recourse 
**to an indirect signification in one case than in many. And as for the 
“Instrumental Tutpurusha (in ‘Cyénacita’) we can accept it, as being 
“absolutely necessary. For these reasons (it being possible to take the 
“ passage to mean that one should make tho altar of the bodies of Cyna 
‘“birds),—and because it is only when the word is accepted as denoting the 
“ Individual, that there can be different numbers and cases in connection 
“ with Nouns,—we must conclude that a word always denotes the Indi- 
“ vidual.” 


In view of these objections we proceed to offer another exposition of 
of the Siddhanta. 

It is the Class that is denoted by the word. Why? (l) Becauso it 
is the Class or Commonality that is cognised before (the Individual); 
(2) becanse a word is not found to give rise to a mixed conception; and 
(3) because when the order ‘ bring the cow’ is given, the person ordered 
brings any cow that he likes. 

To explain these arguments—(1) when the word “Cow” is uttered, 
before we have an idea of any Individuals, it is the Commonality that 
we have an idea of; and when the form of this Commonality has been 
duly comprehended, then alone are the Individuals cognised. Thus then, 
inasmuch as for the cognition of the Class there is no other means (rave 
the word), while the cognition of the Individuals is actually brought 
about by the cognition of the Class, we conclude that the word denotes 
the Class. 

(2) If the Individuals were denoted by the word, then, inasmuch as 
the individual cows are found to have various characters—snuch as the 
variegated colour, absence of horns, &c.,—the idea brought about by the 
word would be a mixed one (partaking of all these characters), while as a 
matter of fact we find the word giving rise to a single uniform conception 
(of the Commonality); and thus too we conclude that it is the Class that 
is denoted by the word. 

(3) When a person is ordered to ‘ bring the cow,’ if no particular cow 
happens to be specially pointed out, either by the character of the work in 
hand or by the other concurrent circumstances, the person ordered is 
found to bring in any common cow, and not any particularly specified 
cow, or all the cows in the world. If, however, the individual cow were 
denoted by the word, then the mention of the word ‘Cow’ would have 
pointed to all the individual cows in the world, which would have to be 
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bronght in by the person ordered; or he could bring in ouly that one 
particular cow which would be denoted by the word. But as a matter of 
fact we find that he brings in any common cow, with the only restriction 
that it should possess the common character of the ‘Cow.’ And hence too 
we conclude that the Class is denoted by the word. 

If, however, the Individual be held to be denoted by the word, there 
could be only the following three alternatives: (1) That all Individuals 
should be denoted independently by themselves; (2) or that the conglom- 
eration of all Individuals as qualified by a particular Individual should 
be denoted ; (3) or that only one particular Individual be denoted. 

(1) Now, it is not possible for all Individuals to be denoted; (a) 
because that would necessitate the assumption of manifold denotative 
potencies in the word; (b) because (the Individuals being transient) the 
relationship between the word and its denotation would become transient ; 
(c) because, the conception of all the Individuals being absolutely impos- 
sible, the full relationship of the word with its denotation would never be 
comprehended, and as such, there could be no usage of the word or any 
business carried on (such as the following of one another’s directions, &c.) ; 
as referring to many Individuals, the word ‘Cow’ would be always used 
in the Plural, like the word ‘eight’; aud as such it would never be pos- 
sible to apply to it either the Dual or the Singular number; (e) as the 
white colour cannot exist in all the Individual cows denoted by the word 
‘Cow,’ there could be no co-extensiveness (of the qualification and the 
qualified) in the expression ‘ white cow’; and (f) because in the case of the 
Vedic Injunction ‘one should sacrifice with the animal,’ as it would be 
impossible to perform a sacrifice with all individual animals, such Injune- 
tions, and thence the Veda, would lose all authority. 

(2) Similarly too, it is not possible to admit the Conglomeration of 
the Individuals to be denoted by the word; (a) because in this case also 
all the Individuals will have to be denoted, as forming the Conglomeration, 
and hence this theory too would be open to all the aforesaid six objections ; 
(b) because sucha theory would necessitate the assumption of a Conglom- 
eration apart from the Individuals; (c) as no usage is found to 
appertain tu any such Conglomoration, the denotation of words would be 
absolutely useless (as the solo use of denotations lies in the accomplish- 
ment of usage); (d) the Units forming the Conglomeration being all 
destructible, the Conglomeration would also be destructible; and hence 
the relationship of the word with its denotation would become transient ; 
(e) the Conglomeration being one only, there would be no Plural or Dual 
Number in Nouns; (f) nor would there be any co-extensiveness between 
the qualification and the qualified, in the expression ‘ white cow’; because 
the Conglomeration of all cows cannot be said to be white; (g) the 
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Conglomeration being shapeless, no sacrifices could be performed with 
it; and that would shake the authority of all Vedic Injunctions. 

(3) If a single Individual be held to be denoted by the word, then 
too,—(a) there would be a non-eternality of the relationship (of the word 
and its denotation) ; (b) as it could not be ascertained which one particular 
Individual is denoted, no business would be possible; (c) there could be 
no idea of Commonality; (d4) Nouns could never have the Plural or the 
Dual number; (e) no use of the word ‘Cow’ could be possible, prior to 
the birth, and after the death, of the particular cow denoted; (f) the 
word ‘Cow’ giving rise to an idea of the ‘Cow’ in general, there can be 
no particular reason for asserting that it is only this particular cow, and 
not that, which 1s denoted by the word. 


We now proceed to explain the text of the Bhashya: 

If any particular cow were denoted, the word could never give us 
an idea of any other cow; and as such it could never be used with 
reference to any other cow save the one held to be denoted; because at 
any other time, the particular cow denoted by the word on the former 
occasion would not be existing at the subsequent time, the one present at 
this time being totally differont from the former. Specially as the 
Individual is said to be free from all generic and specific properties; and 
apart from such properties, there is nothing in the Individual, by which 
it could be referred to (by any word). 

Question: “Just as one Individual is free from such generic and 
“ specific properties, so would also the second be free from them; and 
“ hence, just as the word is found to apply to the one Individual free from 
“such properties, in the same manner would it also be applicable to the 
“ other Individual, which is equally free from them. If this other Indi- 
“ vidual had the form of either the genus or the species, then alone would 
‘it be different in character from the former Individual; and in that case 
“ alone would the word be found inapplicable to it. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, both of them are found to be equally free from such forms; 
“ and as such the word would be equally applicable to both of them.” 

Answer: If the application of the word to one Individual, as also to 
the other, be based upon the fact of their being free from generic and spe- 
cific properties, then this freedom itself would constitute their Commonality ; 
and as such your explanation,would be a tacit admission of our theory ; 
and it seems you are only opposed to the use of the word “ Class.” 

Says the Parvapakshi: “ We do not mean that the word applies to one 
“ Individual, as also to another, on account of their freedom'from generic 
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“and specific properties; all that we mean is that the Individual ig 
“ cognised in the form of a negation of all things that differ from it either 
“ in its generic or specific form. And in that case, how can our declaration 
“be said to be tantamount to the admission of the denotation of a com- 
“ monality? Because an Individual is the substratum of the generic 
“and specific properties, it cannot be these properties themselves. And 
“hence what we hold is that just as the word is found applicable to one 
“ Individual, which is different from generic and specific properties, so, 
‘‘in the same manner would it be applicable to another Individual also.” 

The Siddhdnti replies: If the word be applicable to Individuals on 
account of these latter being free from generic and specific properties, 
then in that case, the word comes to be denotative of a Commonality. 
Aud if there be no commonality, then one word cannot apply to two 
Individuals ; because if a word were applicable to one Individual, without 
this latter having the commonality that belongs to another Individual 
denoted by the word, then the word ‘Cow’ would be applicable to an 
individual horse also! And certainly this would be a too extensive use of 
the word ! 

Says the Pūrvapakshī:—“ It is not so; tho application of all words 
“ being independent of all commonality, their usage would be regulated by 
“actual usage; and as such there could be no such absurd usage of 
“ words as you have pointed out.” 

The Siddhanti: If mere usage be held to regulate the application of 
words, then the word ‘Cow’ never yet having been been used with 
reference to the particular cow born to-day, this could not be spoken of 
as a ‘Cow.’ Thus then, if the application of words is regulated by usage, 
it becomes too limited; otherwise it becomes too extensive as shown 
above. Following this line of argument, the Bhashya says that the com- 
mon notion of the Cow would not apply to different Individuals—as that 
‘this is a cow’ and ‘that is a cow,’ and so forth; but this is not quite 
relevant to what just precedes it; hence this argument of the Bhashya 
must be taken along with (and in support of) the proposition that, ‘if the 
word denoted a particular Individual it could never be applied to any other 
Individual.’ 

Says the Puérvapakshi: “ But the application of words could be re- 
“ gulated by the denotative potencies of the words themselves ; a word 
“applying, and being used with reference to that Individual which it may 
“ be capable of denoting; while if in regard to any Individual it had 
“no-such potency, it would not apply to it. And hence the word ‘cow’ 
“being capable of denoting the Individual Cows only, it is with reference 
“ to these only that the word ‘ cow’ could be used.” 

But this too cannot regulate the application of words; because the 
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potentiality of a word cannot be ascertained before it has been used; and 
the cognition of the potentiality of a word would depend upon its usage ; 
and as such being itself non-existent at the using of the word, how could 
the cognition of the potentiality of the word regulate the application (and 
the usage) of the word? And further, even though the person addressed 
could ascertain the potentiality of the word from its use, how could the 
speaker himself know that the word ‘ cow’ is applicable to the individual 
cow, and not to the individual horse? And he would be as liable to using 
the word ‘cow’ with reference to the horse as to the cow. 

The Péirvapakshi : “ Why could we not have the application re- 
“ gulated by the Class,—the word ‘cow’ applying to all individuals, that 
“ would be found to be qualified by the class ‘cow’ (or generic charactor 
“of the cow) ; while it would not apply to those not so qualified; and 
“thus it would not apply to tho horse (which is not found to be qualified 
“by the generic character of the cow); and in this manner, the application 
‘of all words would be very easily regulated.” 

True ; such a regulation would be possible; but you have come to our 
way of thinking. Because unless tke word ‘Cow’ denotes the qualification, 
—the generic character of the cow,—how can the application of the word 
be restricted to the individual cow only ? And if this generic character be 
held to be previously denoted, it would be an admission of the denotability 
of the Class by the word. 


The Pirvapakshi now brings forward another argument: ‘It is true 
“that the class is denoted ; but the fact is that it appears as the qualifica- 
“tion of the individual, occupying only a secondary position; while tho 
“individual forms the primary element in the denotation of a word. 
“None of us are very anxious to assert that both (the Class and the Indivi- 
“ dual) are not expressed by the word. The fact is that some of us hold 
‘one thing (the Individual) to be the primary and other (the Class) the 
“ secondary denotation of the word; and hence has it been declared that 
“ ‘the individual constitutes the primary denotation of the word.’ Thus it 
“is that the regulation of the applications of a word, the cognitions of 
“both the Class and the Individual, the possibility of such actions as 
“ killing, washing, &c.,—all become explicable.” 

To this, the other party makes the following reply: This is not pos- 
sible ; because if the Class be admitted to have been previously denoted by 
the word, the whole force of the word will have been taken up in this 
denotation, and it cannot bo said to denote the Individual; nor is it proper 
to admit the word to have more than one denotation, when the cognition of 
the Individual is capable of being otherwise got at, through its connection 
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with the Class (a cognition whereof is always fourd to poiut to that of 
the Individual); because it is only by means of the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency (of the fact of the cognition of something being brought about by 
a word) that we admit a potentiality, in that word, of expressing that 
thing; but in the case of the coguition of the Individual, we find that it is 
got at by other means; and as such the Apparent Inconsistency having dis- 
appeared, there can be no ground for postulating a potentiality, in the 
word, of denoting the Individual. Nor are words always found to denote 
only one particular Class; as we actually find words like ‘ Aksha’ de- 
noting more than one Class (as it has many meanings). Invariable concomi- 
tance too, both negative and positive, is found to point to the fact of a 
word not denoting the Individual; for instance, even when the word has 
not been uttered, the person who has known the Class (‘ Cow’) at once re- 
cognises the Individual ; while even when the word has been pronounced, 
if the person addressed has never known the Class, he is found incapable 
of having any idea of the Individual. Hence we conclude that it is the 
Class that is denoted by the word. 


The Pirvapakshi puts forward another theory : “Why cannot we ad- 
“ mit the denotation of the word to cousist in the Class as qualified by the 
“ Individual ? ” 

The propouuding of this theory may be explained in various ways : 
(1) It may have been propounded as a combination of the two extreme theo- 
ries ; and as such, in keeping with both usage and cognition. (2) Or, it 
may be that it has been put forward with the indirect motive of estab- 
lishing the Individualistic theory, the chain of reasoning, in the mind 
of the propounder, being somewhat like this: “ The Siddhanti might, by 
“my putting forward this theory, be lulled into the belief that in this his 
“ opponent admits the denotability of the Class; and hence, with n view 
“to explain the possibility of such actions as washing, &c., he might come 
“to admit of the denotability of the Individual also, though only as a 
“ qualification; and thus having made him admit the denotability of the 
“ Individual as qualifying the Class, it would become easy for me to lead 
“him on to my main position, that it is the Individual, and not the Class, 
“ that is denoted by the word.” 

But the Siddhanti fully understands the trick, and replies accord- 
ingly: If that be the case, the word would uot be applicable to the Class as 
qualified by another Individual. That is to say, if the word be held to de- 
note the Class as qualified by a particular Individual, then this theory 
too would be open to all the objections that have been urged above against 
the purely Individualistic theory—namely, the necessity of assuming 
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manifold potencies in a word, &c., &c., and tho impossibility of the word 
applying to another Individual; because in the case of each Individual the 
qualification (of the Class) would be different. Hence we conclude that 
_ the Class is denoted by the word. 

Objection: “ But the Class is always recognised as the secondary cle- 
“ment in the denotation of a word; and hence the primary denotation 
“ must consist in something else.” 

It is not so; because it is the Class alone thatis denoted by the word ; 
as for its being the primary or the secondary factor in the denotation, if 
such character be dependent upon the wish of the speaker as to what he 
may desire to express by the word, we have nothing to say against it; but 
this cannot shake off the fact of the Class forming the true denotation of 
the word. And actually at the time that it is denoted by the word, it is 
not cognised as the secondary factor; and consequently the mere fact of its 
boing meant to be the secondary factor cannot affect our position, 

Objection: “ On account of the arguments urged in the Piérvapaksha, 
“we cannot but accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. If it 
“ be urged that— in that case the word could not be applicable to other 
“Individuals, ’—(we reply) the Class would serve as tho distinguishing 
“mark (even though itself not denoted by the word). For instance, when 
‘two men have passed throngh a village, one of them asks—‘ which was 
“the house of Dévadatta P’—the other replies: ‘the house that had 
“many crows over it was Dévadatta’s’; and in this case we find that 
‘c though the existence of the crows is not denoted by the word ‘ Déva- 
“ datta’s house,’ yet 1b serves as a distinguishing mark whereby the man 
“ knows the actual house called ‘ Dévadatta’s house '. in the same manner, 
“though the Class is not actually denoted by the word ‘ Cow,’ yet it will 
“serve as the distinguishing mark whereby we would know tho actual 
“ Individual called ‘ Cow.’ 

“The Bhashya has cited the word ‘ Dandi’ (the man with tho stick) ; 
“the sense being that just as the Danda is not actually denoted by the 
“ word ‘ Dandī’ though it serves as the distinguishing mark of the person 
“called ‘Dandi,’ in the same manner could the Class serve as the dis- 
“tinguishing mark of the Individual denoted. 

“ Against this example of the Bhashya, the following objections are 
“raised: (1) ‘In the word Dandi its base Danda is actually found to 
“ denote the Danda ; how then can it be asserted that the word Dandi does 
‘c not denote the Danda? (2) The fact that is under consideration is that 
“of the Class serving as the distinguishing mark ; while the example that 
“ has been cited is one of qualification ’! : 

“But none of these objections affect the main position—(1) What is 
“meant by the assertion of the Dungu not being denoted is that it is 
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‘not denoted by the affix (ini), in the word ‘ Dandi’; the sense thus being 
“ that, just as in the case of the word ‘ Dandi,’ though the Danda is not 
“actually denoted by the affix, and yet it is found to point to a person 
“ qualified by the possession of the Danda, in the same manner in the case in 
“question, though tho Class is not denoted, yet the word would denote the 
“ Individual as qualified by the Class. (2) As for the objection that the 
“ matter in question being the fact of the Class serving as the distinguish- 
“ ing mark, it was not proper for the Bhashya to cite an instance of quali- 
“ ficution,—this is not a proper objection ; because the distinguishing mark 
“ too is only a qualification after all. Or, it may be that the example cited 
“bears a similarity to the main question, in various phases of it— 
“ such as some may be similar to it on the point of non-denotabilily (as in the 
“caso of the word ‘ Dandi’), while some may be so only on the point of 
“its serving as a distinguishing mark (as in the case of ‘ Dévadatta’s house ’); 
“and thus there is nothing wrong in the example cited by the Bhashya. 

“And in this theory there can be neither a too narrow, nor a too 
“ wido, application of the word (as urged above) against the purely Indi- 
© vidualistic theory. ” 

But all this is not quite to the point, Itis true that the house of Déva- 
datta, and the man with the stick are denoted (by the words ‘ Dévadatta’s 
house,’ and ‘ Dandi’); but the presence of the crows serves as the dis- 
tinguishing mark of the house, only when it is actually scen by the eyes ; and 
so also tho possession of the stick is recognised as the distinguishing mark 
of the Dandi, only by means of this latter word; while in the case in 
question, the class ‘ Cow’ is not before us; and as such, not being in any 
way cognised, it could not serve as the distinguishing mark (unless it were 
admitted to be denoted by the word itself) ; and so long as the qualification 
(Class) has not been cognised, there can be no idea of the qualified (In- 
dividual). Nor is any portion of the word ‘ Cow’ found to denote the 
Class ‘ Cow, ’ as the word ‘ Danda, forming part of the word ‘ Dandi,’ is 
found to denote the stick; and as such we cannot admit that the first 
portion of the word ‘Cow’ donotes the Class (the qualification) while the 
second portion signifies the Individual (as qualified by it) [just as in the 
word ‘ Dandi,’ the first part ‘ Danda’ signifies the qualifying stick, while 
the second part, the affix, denotes the person qualified by the stick]. Thus 
then, if the Class be held to be denoted by the word ‘ Cow,’ it is this alone 
that can be accepted as constituting the true denotation of the word. And 
(if not, then) that which is not cognised not being capable of sorving as 
the distinguishing mark, the contingency of the too wide an application of 
the word remains unexplained. In the case of the word ‘ Dandi,’ the case 
is a little different; as the word cannot be used with reference to the stick 
only ; and as such it cannot but be admitted to bo denotative of the person 
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qualified (by the possession of tho stick) ; whereas the word ‘Cow’ cannot 
be said to be incapable of being used with reference to the Class ‘ Cow, ’ 
and as such, necessarily pointing to the Individual as qualified (by the 
Class). Because in the case of such expressions as ‘Cyénavita’ and the 
like, we actually find the word ‘ Gyéna’ used with reference to the Class. 
And also from invariable concomitance, both negative and positive, we con- 
clude that the word denotes the Class: for instance, in the passage speak- 
of the ‘ Cyénacita,’ we actually find the word ‘Cyéna’ used with reference 
to the Class; and we never find any instance of a word being used with 
reference to the Individual independently of the Class. 

The above arguments also serve to reject all the other alternative 
theories that have been put forward with regard to the denotation of a 
word, And thus we conclude that the Word denotes the Class. 


The Pirvapaksha arguments—viz., of the impossibility of the Injunce- 
tions of such actions as killing, washing, &e.—that have been summed up 
under— 

Sutra (34). “There would be no Actions, and the Injunctions 
would refer to something else, and not to Substances ”— 


Are set aside by the following— 


Sutra (35). The performance of the actionsis for the sake of 
a transcendental result; and there is no disjunction. 


All actions of washing, killing, &c., being performed for the sake of 
certain transcendental results, their performance must be taken as part 
of the means of the accomplishment of such results; and the means of 
fulfilling the transcendental results are the Substances, and not the Class; 
as the former are pointed out by the sacrifices by themselves for their own 
accomplishment, while the latter is incapable of accomplishing any sacri- 


fices. Consequently the denotation of the Class must he accepted, for the 


. sake of the pointing out of the exact Substance, and not for the sake of the 


Class itself—(1) because a cognition of the Class by itself is not what is 
sought after; (2) because in that case a denotation of the Class alone 
would have only a transcendental result ; and (3) because, being incorporeal, 
it is not found capable of helping the sacrifice in any way. Even ina 
case when the Class as signified by a basic noun is recognised as the 
means of performing a sacrifice (as in ‘ Soména’ yajēta’), it is recognised 
only as pointing to a definite Substance, and not to itself independeutly, 
as by itself it is of no particular use in the performance of the sacrifice. 
Thus then, the denotation of the Class pointing to a definite Substance, 
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and the Substance being quite capable of being related to the actions of 
killing, washing, &c., as also to Genders, Numbers and Cases,—there is 
nothing that can be urged against our theory, 

It is with a view to this that the Sutra says—there is no disjunction. 
That is to say, (1) even in accordance with the Class-theory, there is no 
disjunction of the actions of washing, &c., from the Substances; or (2) the 
denotation of the Class serving the purpose of pointing to a definite Sub- 
stance, there is no disjunction of the performance of the actions mentioned 
above; or (3) there being no absolute difference between the Class and 
the Individual, the Substance is pointed out, at times in the form of tho 
Individual, and at others, in that of the Class, in accordanco with the wish 
of the speaker; and as such words being found to denote both forms of 
things, even when the Individual is denoted (by the word), it does not 
necessitate any multiplicity in the performance of the action; or (4) the 
Class not being totally different from the Individual, the sacrifices per- 
formed with reference to the Individual may be accepted as performed 
with reference to the Class also, and vice versa; and thus in no case is if 
necessary to make any difference in the performance of Actions (or Sacri- 
fices); or (5) both the Class and the Individual serve the purpose of 
accomplishing a sacrifice; with reference to whichsoever of these two, the 
sacrifice may be performed, both of them come to be recognised as useful ; 
and as such there is no disjunction (of the Actions) from the Substance. 

Thus then, even in accordance with the Class-theory, such Actions as 
killing, washing, &c., being quite possible, we conclude that it is the Class 
that constitutes the denotation of the word. 


iy CS eee 


Thus ends the Third—Smrti—Pada of the First Adhydya. 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA IV. 


TREATING OF THE NAMES OF SACRIFICES. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


(Divided into two Adhikaranas in the Varttka: A.—-that such words as‘ udbhid, 


&c., also help in the knowledge of Dharma; and B.—that such words are 
names of sacrifices. ) 


Question: The authority of the Veda together with the Smrtis 
having been established, the presont was the time for considering the 
meanings of Veda passages (which also aro the means of knowing 
Dharma); wherefore and in what connection, then, should the Bhashya 
before having furnished the consideration of the means of knowing 
Dharma, have taken up the consideration of the Names of sacrifices ? 

Some people offer tho following explanation: “The question 
“dealt with is—do the words ‘udbhid’ and the like, point out the 
“ materials (to be used at sacrifices) or the names (of sacrifices)? (Thus 
“ the question doaling directly with the means of knowing Dharma,”) 

But this is not quite correct; because in this manner all books could 
be explained as the means of knowing; because all Sentences may bo ex- 
plained as dealing with the question—does this seutence point out this 
fact or that ? 

Some people (notably the author of the Bhashya himself) take the 
Sūtra (1) as the Pūrvapaksha and Sutra (2) as the Siddha@nta of the same 
Adhikarana; but it is necessary for these people to point out what there 
is in Sitra (1) that is not in keeping with the Siddhanta (that it should be 
taken as the Parvapakshu). For certainly the assertion of the fact of the 
words like ‘udbhid’ being included in ‘that which serves the purpose of 
fulfilling an action ’ is by no means unacceptable to the Siddhanti. Hence we 
explain these two Sutras as embodying the Siddhanta of the two Adhikaranas 
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(A. & B.), the Pérvapaksha of both being supplied from without. [Our 
explanation dealing with the consideration of the authoritative character 
and usefulness of certain words with regard to Dharma makes the Sitras 
connected with the main subject of the Adhyaya. ] 


ADHIKARANA (A). 


With regard to words like ‘wdbhid’ (ns occurring in such passages as 
‘udbhidd yajéta pagukaimah’), wo have a doubt as to whether they have 
any use in matters relating to Dharma, or. not, 

And on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ These words have no uso with regard to Dharma, because they have 
“no connection with the performance of actions, while the Veda deals with 
“such performance alone; as has been declared elsewhere also: ‘ Only 
“threo parts of the Veda (viz., Vidhi, Arthavdda and Mantra) have an 
“authority with regard to Dharma; and the words in question being 
“different from all these three, they can serve no useful purpose with 
“regard to Dharma; and as such they are absolutely useless.’ (1) These 
“ words cannot be said to be included in Vidhi; because they do not signify 
“either the Means or the Result or the Method of any sacrifices; (2) 
“they are different from Arthavdda, because they do not signify any Praise ; 
“(3) they cannot be said to serve the purpose of a Mantra; because they 
“do not indicate any accessories (Material, Deity, &c.) of sacrifices. And 
“apart from these three there is no other use of the Veda; and hence 
“the words in question caunot have any authority (with regard to 
“ Dharma).” 


» 


Iu reply to the above, wo have the following 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


Sutra (1). It has already been explained that the Veda 
helps in the performance of sacrifices; and hence the whole of it 
should be accepted as serving that purpose. 


That is to say, the whole of the Veda being divided into the aforesaid 
three parts, and the authoritative characters of the three parts having 
been proved by means of the arguments urged above (in Pdadas I! and III), 
the authoritative character of words like ‘udbhid’ cannot be denied, on 
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the ground of their being different from the three parts (because the three 
parts take in the whole of the Veda, and the words in question are found 
in the Veda). 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


It having been shown by the foregoing Adhikarana that the words in 
question have the same use as one of the three parts of the Veda, we 
proceed to consider which one of these uses are fulfilled by them. 

Now then, (1) they cannot serve the purpose of the Arthavada ; be- 
cause they are not found in connection with any other sentence. It may be 
asked—‘ How can they be denied to be supplementary toa sentence, when 
they aro actually found in a sentence, exactly like the assertion—‘ Vayu 1s 
the eftest deity?’ Butit is not so; that which is supplementary to some- 
thing that is enjoined, is what is known as ‘ Arthavdda’; while the words in 
question do not appear apart from the Injunction itself (‘ yajéta’); therefore 
they cannot be said to be supplementary to any Sentence; and we have 
already proved under the Audumbarfidhika ana that that which is capable 
of being taken along with an Injunction cannot be taken as mere Praise. 
Nor have we ever found any Praise oxpressed by a single word; neither 
do we comprehend any Praise as expressed by the word ‘ Udbhid? Though 
the word conld be taken as Praise, inasmuch it is capable of being ex- 
plained as ‘that by which trees, &., are cut properly,’—yet such an 
interpretation would be set aside by the most rational fact of tho ‘ udbhid’ 
being an Instrument (in the performance of a sacrifice), as is pointed ont 
by the Instrumeutal endingin the word ‘ wdbhila’; for if mere Praise were 
meant, the noun would have had only the Nominative ending, as we have 
in the word ‘ Vayuh’ in the acknowledged Arthavada— Vayurvat kshépt- 
shtha dévata.’ 

(2) Nor can tho word ‘udbhid’ be taken as a Mantra; because it is 
not recognised as one; and also because the students of the Veda do not 
remember any such Mantra. And being a single word it cannot be said to 
stand in need of something else (which it would indicate exactly as tho 
Mantra indicates the Materials and Deities of sacrifices) ; and as it is recog- 
nised as the ‘Instrument,’ it cannot be said to bring about an idea of any- 
thing else (in the shape of the Material or the Deity). Nor do we find the 
word itself denoting anything that would form the material part of a Sac- 
rifice; and no sentence that actually indicates anything not forming a 
material part of the Sacrifice, can be accepted as auxiliary to the sacrifice. 
If we act about assuming a material to bo indicated by the Mantra (in the 
shape of the word ‘ Udbhid’), it would be a most unwarrantable complica- 
tion of matters. Nor do we find any Vedic text, like the Saklavaka (which 
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lays down the fact of certain Mantras being employed at certain sacrifices) 
laying down the employment of this word as a Mantra; so that the afore- 
said assumption of the material too is not possible. Nor again is the word 
itself capable of being employed as a Mantra; so that we cannot even 
assume any Injunctions of its employment, as we do in the case of the 
Mantra ‘ Ish@ tvā’ and the rest. And lastly, it is evident that the word 
forms part of tho Brahmana passage ‘udbhidd yajéta’; and as such, it 
cannot be taken as a Mantra. 

Thus then, it being clear that the word forms part of the subject of 
the Injunction itself, we procecd to consider the question as to whether 
the word constitutes the Injunction of a Matorial, or it is only the name 
of a Sacrifice. 

And on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“Tt is tho material (are) that is enjoined by the word ‘udbhkidā’ ; (1) 
“because the universally recognised fact is mostly authoritative; (2) be- 
“cause a distinctly uscful purpose is served ; and (3) because this inter- 
“ pretation is much more capable of prompting men to the performance of 
“ tho particular action, than any other. (a) That is to say, it is an uni- 
“ vorsally recognised fact that the noun ‘adbhid’ literally signifies a 
‘cutting instrument (the Axe); nor is the word ‘udbhidā ’ known to signify 
“anything else; and the meaning of a word that is not recognised in or- 
“ dinary parlance cannot be got at from the Veda; because the relation- 
“ship of a word (to its denotation) is not fixed by the scriptures (but by 
“ordinary parlance). As for tho Instrumental ending, it signifies mere 
“ Instrumentality, and itis only a potent substance, or the potency re- 
“siding in the substance, that is known to be capable of serving as the 
“ Instrument of an Action. And it is only when the Injunction is found 
“to serve a distinctly uscful purposo that it can prompt people to tho 
“particular course of action ; that is to say, it is only those persons that 
‘recognise the word ‘ udbhid’ to be an Injunction (of the material) that 
“can engage themselves in the particular action mentioned ; for if such 
“an engagement could come about even without tle recognition of the 
“ fact of the Injunction serving a useful purpose, it would be as good as 
“tho engagement that is not preceded by any distinctly-uttcred Injunc- 
“ tion. 

“ (b) Or, the word ‘udbhidā’ may be taken as the Injunction of a 
‘‘material ; becauso of tho universally recognised meaning of the word ; 
“the ‘arthavattva’ of the word may be explained as the ‘fact of its hav- 
“ing a meaning’; the sense of the argument in this case being that in a 
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“ name the literal significance of the word is not always recognised (while 
‘fit is recognised in the case of the word ‘ uwdbhid,’ which, therefore, can- 
‘not be a name). 

“ (c) Or, the fact of the word ‘udbhid’ having a significance only when 
“takon apart from the ‘sacrifice,’ may be employed as an argument 
“against its being taken as a Name; specially as the word ‘ wibhid’ serves 
“a purpose totally different from that served by the root yajt (== to saori- 
“ fice, in the word ‘yajéta’); and thus alone is it possible for the person 
“to be prompted to the particular action. 

“It may be urged that, ‘even a name while qualifying or specifying 
“the sacrifice, would serve to prompt the person to the particular course 
“of action.’ 

“ But this is not possible ; why ? Becanse the Class ‘ sacrifice ’ not being 
“a fit object of Injunction, the root ‘ yaji’ itself points to the Individual 
“ sacrifice ; and if the name (‘udbhid’) be held to denote the Class ‘ sacri- 
“fice,” then it ceases to be a name! That is to say, when the root itself is 
“ found to indicate the Individual sacrifice, on account of the Class (which 
“ is directly denoted by it) not being capable of being enjoined, then what 
“is left to be done by the name ? While if the name ‘ udbhid’ be held to 
‘¢ denote the Individual sacrifice, then a generic name not being desirable 
“for a particular sacrifice, the word would be altogether irrelevant; and 
“we shall explain later on that the object specified (t.c., the sacrifice) 
“ being itself a well-established entity, the name could not be accepted as 
“enjoining it. Even though at times it may be possible for words like 
‘‘Sudbhid’ to have a specific (and not a generic) denotation, yet even 
“ such specific denotation being invariably accompanied by the generic 
‘element, it can have no connection with the root ‘ yaji.’ 

“ And further, the Injunction itself becomes much simpler, if the word 
‘““Sudbhida’ is taken as laying down the material ; because in that case, it 
‘¢would be merely refering to the sacrifice enjoined elsewhere [that is 
‘t to say, the meaning of the Injunction would only mean that one should 
“ perform the sacrifice with the aze, the Injunction enjoining only the mate- 
“ rial, its work being thereby much more lightened than if it had to en- 
“ join the sacrifice also}. 

“ Against this it might be urged that, ‘in that case the force of the 
“ Injunction having beon exhausted in the laying down of the matcrial, 
“ the sacrifice itself would remain unenjoined ; and thon, ns there would be 
“no sacrifice laid down, there would be nothing at which the enjoined 
“ material would be employed, and hence the Injunction of the material 
“would be absolutely useless.’ 

“ In view of this objection, it is said—prakriau zyotishtomé—i.e., the 
“ sacrifice is enjoined along with the jyotishtoma, of which it is an auxiliary 
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“Tt may, however, be urged that—‘ if all names be taken as laying 
‘down the materials to be used at the sacrifices, even the word ‘ Jyotish- 
‘toma’ in the Injunction ‘ Jyotishtoména yajéta’ would only point out a 
‘‘material to be employed; and the sacrifice would remain as unenjoined 
“as over.’ But, as a matter of fact, there is no other way out of this 
“difficulty than to admit one of these sentences (‘ Jyolishtoména yaj eta’ 
“and ‘udbhida yajéta’) to enjoin the sacrifice (and not the material) ; be- 
“cause in the absence of an Injunction of Action, any laying down of 
“ materials is impossible ; hence we admit the word ‘ Jyotishtoma’ alone to 
“be the name of a sacrifice (and not the Injunction of a material). Or, we 
“may take the sentence ‘ Jyotishioména yajéta’ to be the Injunction ‘of 
“a sacrifice performed with the particular material pointed out; while the 
“other words may be taken as Injunctions of materials only. 

“It may be urged that—‘in that case the Injunctions of all the 
“various subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma, viz., the Ekaha, the Ahina, &c.— 
“ being mere injunctions of so many materials, these sacrifices themselves 
“would not be different from the Jyotishioma itself; and thus there being 
“no subsidiary sacrifices, the Jyotishtoma could not be the primary (Prak- 
“»¢i) of any sacrifices ; and hence it could not be spoken of as such.’ 

“ Some people reply to this that the assertion of the Jyotishtoma as 
“the primary sacrifice is in accordance with the view of the Siddhānti 
“ (who holds all such words to bo names). 

“ But wo can explain the sentence ‘ Prakrtau Jyotishtomé’ in a differ- 
“ent way altogether. Prakrti is that a consideration of which has been in- 
“ troduced; hence the sentence would mean that the sacrifice, at which the 
“uibhid would be used as a material, is enjoined in connection with the 
 Jyotishtoma, (as the passage ‘ udbhidd yajéta’ is found in the same con- 
“text as the Jyotishtoma sacrifice). 

“ Or, the Jyotishtoma could be spoken of as tho ‘Primary’ (Prakrti), 
“in comparision with the various sacrifices recognised as distinct sacri- 
“fices (apart from the Jyotishtoma),—being pointed out by the sen- 
“tences ‘ Athaisha Jyolth,’ &c., which being devoid of any Instrumental 
“terminations are unconnected with any verbs, and as such, are not cap- 
“able of being taken as Injunctions of materials. 

“Another objection is raised: ‘As for the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, its 
original Injunction itself lays down the Soma and the Jyotishtoma as 
“materials to be employed at it, the Injunction of any other material for 
“it is not right. ’ 

“ But the materials like ‘ udbhid’ being laid down in view of the ob- 
“taining of certain definite desirable results, these would set aside all 
“other materials that may have been laid down in the original Injunction. 
“Tt is an admitted fact that the materials laid down in the original 
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“Injunction can be utilised only at the necessary Actions (7.¢., the Actions 
“that are performed as mere duties and not with a view to the obtaining 
“of any desirable results). Or, it may be that though the original Injunc- 
“tion has laid down the Jyotishtoma as to be performed with certain defi- 
“nite materials, yet the subsequent Injunctions (like ‘ udbhid& yajéta,’) 
“could be taken as laying down other materials for the same sacrifice, the 
‘injunction of the sacrifice itself, without the material, being borrowed 
‘from the original Injunction; and thus the material laid down by the 
“ subsequent Injunction would bo in no way different from that laid down 
‘fin the original one. Otherwise we would be, as the Bhashya thinks, 
“obliged to accept both materials as optional alternatives. ” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


Sutra (2). That (word) must be a name, which at first ap- 
pears new; because it cannot lay down (the material). 


We proceed to explain the words of the Sūtra: When a word—like 
“udbhid’—is such that, when first heard, it ‘appears new ’—1.e., is not 
cognised as signifying anything definite,—then, if it be come across, first 
of all, in a Vedic Injunction, it must be taken as a name, on account of its 
co-extensiveness (with the sacrifice enjoined). Or, the clause ‘ wipattdva- 
purvam’ may mean that inasmuch the word ‘udbhid’ would point out a 
definite sacrifice (not otherwise got at) it would not be useless. Or, it may - 
be explained thus: The question being—‘ whose name would the word 
be ?’—, the Sutra replies—‘ the name belongs to that sacrifice, the per- 
formance of which would accomplish a particular transcendental result.’ 

“ Now, what is the reason for holding the word to be a Name? Says 
the Sutra ‘ Avidhaykatvat’—‘ Because it cannot lay down (the mate- 
rial), 

To explain—If the word laid down the material, the material could be 
laid down—(1) either with reference to the Result (the meaning of the In- 
junction being ‘one should think of obtaining cattle by means of the 
udbhid axe); or (2) with regard to the sacrifice (the moaning being 
‘one should accomplish the sacrifice by means of the axe’); or (3) with 
reference to both taken together (the meaning being ‘one should obtain 
the cattle by means of the sacrifice with the axe for its material.’) But 
none of these is possible. 

(1) If the Material were laid down with reference to the Result, 
then—(a) the Injunctive affix (in ‘ yajēta °) would lay down the relation- 
ship of words other than in which it happens to be (that is to say, the 
Injunction would refer to the causal relationship of the material wdbhid, 
with the Result, obtaining of cattle, without having anything to do with 
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the sacrifice itself); (b) we would have to assume a direct relationship 
between the two words ‘edbhida’ and ‘ pagukdmah,’ which are mentioned 
(in the toxt) far apart from one another ; (c) the verbal root ‘yaşi’ having 
nothing to do with the Injuuction, the sole purpose of its use would lie 
in that it makes tho use of the affix possible; (d) we would have to reject 
the Soma, which has been laid down in the original Injunction as the 
material to be used at the sacrifice; and (e) we would have the absurdity 
of the sacrifice being performed with a material (remnants of) which could 
not be eaten. 

(2) If the material were laid down with. reference to the Sacrifice, 
then—(a) the mention of the Result would be absolutely useless; nor 
could the Result be taken as qualifying the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, because 
this sacrifice has been spoken of as bringing about all desirable results ; 
and as such, its qualification by any one result would result in a syntacti- 
cal split; and the objections (a) (c) (d) and (e), pointed out above, would 
also apply to this theory, as also the contingency of the aze being accepted 
as an optionnl alternative to Soma. 

(3) Similarly too, if the material be taken to be laid down as qualify- 
ing the sacrifice, then, (a) all the words in the sentence would have to 
renounce their own direct significations (as none of them has such a quali- 
fied mixed signification); (b) we would have to assume various denotative 
potentialities of the Injunction (as there could be no signification of the 
qualified without a distinct signification of the qualification); (c) we would 
have to resort to the indirect possessive indication, in the case of the 
word ‘udbhida’ (which would have to be taken as indicating ‘ udbhid- 
vata’=bdby that by which has the udbhid for ite material; (d) it would be 
necessary for us to reject the intimate relationship of co-extensiveness 
(between the ‘sacrifice’ and the ‘udbhid’) which is distinctly pointed 
out by the fact of the former being signified by a verbal root with an 
Injunctive affix (which has also an Instrumental force), while the latter 
has in itself an Instramental termination; and (e) lastly, the sacrifice 
would be performed with a material that could not be eaten. 

For these reasons the word ‘ udbhid&’ cannot be taken as laying down 
the material for a sacrifice ; and this is what is pointed ont by the Bhashya : 
(If it were the Injunction of a material) the sentence would directly denote 
the udbhid and indirectly indicate that in which it would be employed as the 
material. The Bhashya may also be read as—Vakshyanti lakshay& (the 
meaning being the same). 

Having thus explained the implications of the noun ‘udbhid,’ the 
Bhashya proceeds to show that the same facts are also pointed out by the 
Instrumental affix (in ‘ wdbhida'): One should accomplish by means of the sac- 
rifice, ¥c. That is to say, whether the passage be taken as an independent 
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Injunction by itself or as supplementary to another Injunction, the 
Sacrifice is recognised to be the Instrument (of the accomplishment of a 
certain result) ; and hence the word (‘ udbhidā’) also with an Instrumental, 
ending, occurring in close proximity to the words signifying the sacrifice 
cannot but be taken as denoting the Instrument. 

The Bhashya says—‘ From the Noun which denotes the karana’— 
(Instrument), &c. &c.; and against this, it may be argued that—,“ in all 
cases the case-significations being held to belong to the Terminations (as is 
distinctly laid down in such passages as ‘by meaus of the third case- 
termination which signifies Instrwmentality, &c.’), how can the Noun be 
spoken of as expressing the karana (or Instrument)? ” 

But this does not affect the position of the Bhashya; (1) because 
what is meant by the passage in question is that the Noun signifies the 
Substratum of the Instrumentality. (2) Or, the assertion may be said to be 
based upon the fact of the Noun having a signification similar to that of 
the word ‘karana’ [that is to say the Noun ‘udbhid,’ means ‘that by 
which is shot forth (the particular result),’ and this is similar to the 
signification of the word ‘karaza’ which means ‘that by which some- 
thing is done.’] Specially as the word made up of the krt affix ‘kvip’ 
(viz., the word ‘karunu,’ as also the word ‘ udbhid’) signifies a cortain sub- 
stance endowed with a definite case-potentiality, and not the potentiality 
alone, apart from the substance; and it is for this reason that we find the 
word ‘ karana’ taking other case-terminations also—as ‘karandya’) with 
the Dative), ‘karanam’ (with the Accusative) and the like; forif no sub- 
stance were signified by the word (‘karana,’) then the only case-termina- 
tion applicable to it would be that which is indicated by the affix ‘kvip’ 
(and this would be the Instrumental only); and the substance (that 
would be signified by the word ‘kurana’) would not be capable of any 
other case-potentiality; because one potentiality cannot have another 
potentiality. Thus then, all words with the krt affix being found to be 
significant of certain substances with definite potencies, it is only proper 
to speak of the Noun (‘udbhid’) as signifying the ‘karana.’ 

The upshot of all this is this: In the passage (‘ udbhidé yajéta paguka- 
mah’) the Noun, that signifies what is recognised to be the Instrument, 
must take the Instrumental case-termination; and it is the Sacrifice and 
not the material, that is recognised to be the Instrument (or means) of 
obtaining the particular result, as we shall explain later on; and hence 
it is only when the word ‘udbhid’ denotes the sacrifice, that it can have 
the Instrumental case-ending, and be capable of being properly taken 
along with (the word ‘sacrifice’ in) the sentence ; whereas if it has any 
other meaning, it woud be altogether irrelevant (and unconnected with 
any portion of the sentence.) 
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Objection: “The fact of the word ‘udbhid’ signifying a substance 
“ being cognised by means of direct sense-perception, exactly as in the 
“case of such words as ‘vrihi,’ ‘soma’ and the like, wherefore is 
“it sought to be set aside by the inference of the fact of its signify- 
“ing the Instrument ? That is to say, in tho case of such sentences as 
“< somēna yajēta, even though the sacrifice is recognised as the means (of 
* obtaining a particular result), and the word ‘soména’ has the Instru- 
“ mental case-ending,—yet this is not taken alone (as co-extensive) with the 
“sacrifice (the Soma being taken as the material); and there is nothing 
“ very incongruous in this; we could have exactly the same thing in the 
“case in question also. [ And, says the Bhashya, though this would 
“involve the necessity of having recourse to possessive indication in the 
“case of the word ‘udbhidā’ which would have to be taken as signifying 
“by that which has the udbhid for tts material, yet there would be no 
“harm in having recourse to such Indication ; because this is an ordinary 
“ process of interpretation, while the assumption of something absolutely 
“ unknown, for instance the fact of ‘udbhid’ being the name of a parti- 
“cular sacrifice would be a most unwarrantable liberty taken by the 
“ Siddhānti] (The Bhashya uses the word ‘hatha,’ which means the 
“ greon scum found on the surface of water, which, when removed by the 
“ hand, closes in again, and cannot be kept away ; and on the present occa- 
“ sion, it is figuratively used in the sense of an unwarrantable liberty).” 

To this objection, we make the following reply:—A word, whose 
signification is unknown, when occurring along with words of well-known 
meanings, bas its meaning ascertained by means of these latter; whereas 
a word, the meaning of which is well-known, is never separated from this 
meaning. That is to say, such words as ‘ Vrihi,’ ‘ Soma’ and the like have 
their meanings so very well-known, that they can never be taken apart 
from these meanings; and hence in such passages as ‘ soména yajéta,’ as 
they cannot be taken along with (as co-extensive with) the sacrifice, we 
are obliged to take them as laying down the materials to be employed at 
the sacrifices. On the other hand, in the case of such words as ‘ udbhid, 
and the like, the only meaning that is recognised is that which is derived from 
tho meanings of the parts composing the word (ut + bhid + kvip); and as such the 
word is as capable of being taken as signifying the sacrifice (udbhidyaté pagu- 
praptih yéna, that which brings about the obtaining of cattle) as the material 
(udbhidyaté chédyaté anéna, that by which tree, &c., ave cut); and hence 
we do not find Direct Sense-perception lending any support to either; as 
there can be nothing very objectionable in having recourse to Inference, 
for ascertaining the true meaning of the word. And, asa matter of fact, for 
the ascertaining of the true meaning of all words, the one most important 
means is the well-known relation of co-extensiveness ; and it is by this very 
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means that the principal Instrumentality, having obtained its chief sub- 
stratum in the sacrifice, becomes capable of drawing the Noun (‘ wdbhid ’) 
also to its own purpose. 

And further, if the word ‘udbhidai’ be taken as pointing out the 
name of the sacrifice, all that has got to be done by the word is to signify 
® concurrent Instrumentality in connection with the sacrifice (which is 
directly recognised as the Instrument); and the task of the Injunction 
becomes much lightened; while if the word be taken as laying down a 
material for the sacrifice, even the Number and the Case of the word will 
have to be accepted as objects of the Injunction. That is to say, in ac- 
cordanco with your theory, it would be necessary to assume a distinct 
potentiality of the Injunction with regard to the special termination (in 
‘udbhida@’). 

Thus then, we conclude that the various parts composing the word 
‘udbhid’ are quite well-known as pointing to the sacrifice. Nor can it be 
urged that, inasmuch as the Jyotishtoma, &c., are also capable of bringing 
forth their results, the name ‘udbhid’ would belong to them also; be- 
cause the particles composiug the word (as occurring in the sentence in 
question) can refer to only that sacrifice, a co-extensiveness with which is 
pointed out in the sentence; and as a matter of fact (this co-extensiveness 
is perceived only with reference to the particular sacrifice that brings 
about the acquisition of cattle, and) we do not find the word ‘ udbhid’ ever 
mentioned along with the Jyotishtoma, &c. (and as such its co-exten- 
siveness with these can never be recognised). Or, it is only by means of 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of the expressed co-extensiveness) that the 
bringing about (udbhédana) can be recognised as referring to a particular 
result only; and as there is no such Apparent Inconsistency in the case of 
the Jyotishtoma, &c., the name ‘ udbhid’ can never be attributed to them. 

We have in the Sätra, the word ‘ avidhdyakatvat’; and in explaining 
this, the Bhashya says: It will not enjoin (or lay down), &c. And the sense 
of this is that we do not take the passage in question as actually laying down 
the name ‘ Udbhid’ as belonging to the particular sacrifice, as we have 
. Panini’s Sara I-i-1, directly laying down that the name ‘ Vrddhi’ belongs 
to At and Aic; (nor have we any necessity of taking the passage thus), 
because this fact is pointed out by the directly expressed co-oxtensiveness 
(of the Udbhid with the sacrifice) and the well-known meaning afforded by 
the component parts of the word ‘ Udbhid.’ But all that the Bhiashya 
means is that tho passage does not moan that ‘one should obtain cattle by 
means of the sacrifice, and this sacrifice is named Udbhid’ (because that 
that would involve a syntactical split); but at the same time, it cannot be 
denied that the passage distinctly points to the fact of the name belonging 
to the sacrifice (as the only moaning that the passage can have is that 
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‘one should obtain cattle by means of the Udbhid-sacrifice’); because it is 
thus alone that the passage could point to a particular sacrifice. 

Though in the present case (the Udbhid and the Sacrifice not having 
the same case-ending) there is no direct co-ordination between the name and 
the named, yet the relationship between them cannot be any other than 
that of the qualification (name) and the qualified (named) ; because all that 
the name does is to point to'a certain object as distinguished by its own 
verbal form. [That is to say, it is only when the co-ordination is 
between what are signified by the words that it is necessary for these to 
have the same case-ending ; whereas in the case of the Name, it is by its 
mere verbal form that it specifies an object; and as such it does not stand 
in need of the co-ordination obtained from the fact of the two words 
having the same case-ending]. It may be urged that—“ in that case you 
would have a denotation (by the word ‘ Udbhida’) of the verbal form of 
the word (which is not quite compatible with your tenets)’ But, as a 
matter of fact, the verbal form of the word (‘ Udbhid’) being cognised by 
direct Auditory Perception, it is only that which is specified by that form 
that can be accepted to be denoted by tha.z:~-d. And as for the law that 
there can be no idea of the qualified until there has been an idea of the quali- 
fication,—all that this law lays down is that the qualification should be 
cognised (before there is any cognition of the qualified), and not that it 
should be expressed by a word—(and in the case in question we have a 
previous cognition of the qualifying form of the word by means of Sense- 
perception, and it is not necessary for it to be actnally expressed by the 
word). Nor does this involve the imposition of the form. of the word 
(upon the sacrifice). [That is to say, it cannot be urged that the qualify- 
ing Name always bringing about an idea connected with its verbal form, 
this form would be imposed upon the object named]; because all that a 
word does, by differentiating its object from all other objects, is to draw 
out (and present to us) certain objects that already exist in the world (and 
as such any mention of these objects by these words cannot be said to 
impose the form of the word upon the object); as we have already explain- 
ed under “ Sense-perception ” (in the Clokavartika). 

And again, it is only by such names as ‘ Udbhid’ and the like, 
that the sabsidiary sacrifices can be differentiated from their Primary ; 
otherwise, in the sentence ‘ Udbhidā yajéta, &c.,’ if the sacrifice were not 
specified by the name (Udbhid), then the sentence would come to be taken 
only as pointing out certain other Materials and Results in connection with 
the Primary sacrifice itself, and not as laying down any distinct sacrifice. 

Or, the relation of the qualification and the qualified (between the 
name ‘ Udbhid ’ and the particular sacrifice) may be accepted as based upon 
the fact of all names really expressing some qualification of the Actions 
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just as the words ‘ Red,’ ‘ one-year old,’ &c., express certain qualities of the 
cow; nor, in that case, can the mention of the sacrifice itself (by the word 
yajéta) be said to be redundant (on the ground of the name itself pointing 
to a particular sacrifice) ; because without the mention of the sacrifice by the 
root ‘yai’ there would bo nothing to show that ‘ Udbhid’ was the name 
of a particulur sacrifice; and it is through the mutual proximity (of the name 
with the ‘sacrifice’) that we get at the facts that the name belongs to a 
sacrifice, and that the sucrifice meant is that which is specified by the name, and 
not all sacrifices in general, or the Primary sacrifice of the Jyotishtoma; and 
thus the mention of both (the name and the ‘sacrifice’) is distinctly 
useful. 

And as the Injunction is that of the sacrifices as specified by the name 

heconhid, both of these are matters actually laid down by the Injunction ; and 
hence it cannot be said to bo a mere supplementary explanation (of 
another injunction). And thus we find that the fact of ‘Udbhid’ being the 
name of a sacrifice is not contrary to the fact of the passage being an 
Injunction (though it is contrary to the fact of its being an Injunction of 
a particular material). And thus it is apparent that the assertion of the 
Pirvapaksha—that the word ‘Udbhid’ forms part of the Injunction of a 
material,—as ale Athe assertion (of a scion of the Siddhānti), that the 
Name is someching apart from the three portions of the Veda, the Vidhi, 
the Mantra and the Arthavadu,—are equally wrong. 

Nor can it be urged that, if the word ‘Udbhida@’ be taken as pointing 
out the name of a sacv-fice, it could be of no use in prompting men to the 
performance of any particular action. Bocause we actually~ find such 
names serving distinctly useful purposes in various periods of the perfor- 
mance of an action. For instance, during the appointment of the Rivik 
priest, the Master of the sacrifice says, ‘I have got to perform such and such 
a sacrifice,’ where the mention of the mere name of the sacrificer is a very 
much simpler process of pointing it out than any description of the details 
of the sacrifice itself; so also when one is about begin the Darça-Pūrna- 
masa, the Master makes such declarations as—‘ May such and such a result 
follow from the performance of the Darga and the Pūrnamāsa’ (when the 
name is mentioned in connection with the accessories of the sacrifice), and 
again ‘desiring Heaven I perform the Darga and the Pirnumdsa (where the 
names are mentioned in connection with the Result); and none of these 
would be possible if there were no such names of sacrifices as the ‘ Darga’ 
and the ‘ Pirnamdsa,’ &c. 

Thus then, we conclude that such words as ‘ Udbhid’ and the like are 
the names of particular sacrifices. 
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ADHIKARANA (2). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Citra’ and the like being 
names of sacrifices). 


Sutra (3). That wherein accessories are laid down must be 
related to a Primary Sacrifice. 


We now proceed to consider those words that have a meaning fixed by 
convention, and not one that is signified by its component parts; such 
words, for instance, as ‘ Vrihi’ and the like, which denote particular 
Classes and Properties. The case of these words cannot be said to be inclu- 
ded in the foregoing Adhikurana, because the meaning of these word 
which is directly expressed by the words themselves, cannot be neglected 
for the sake of an Instrumentality that is only inferred. [That is to say, 
in the case of the word ‘ Udbhed,’ in the sentence ‘ 7dbhida yajéta,’ we 
reject its literal meaning, on account of the Instrumentality of the Udbhid 
in the bringing about of the Result in question ; in the case of the word 
‘ Citra,’ however, in the sentence ‘Citraya’ yujéta,’ inasmuch as the mean- 
ing is directly denoted as fixed by convention, no amou -+ of inferred lmn- 
strumentality can make us reject that meaning. ] i 

Objection: “ The Bhāshya should have cited such instances as the 
“ passages (1) ‘ājyaih stuvatë; (2) ‘ Prshthaih stuvaté, ‘ bahishparamanéna 
“ stuvaté, which are all original Injunctive sentences (and not such secon- 
“ dary sentences as ‘ pancaudagajyau, &c.). Because it is ouly when the 
“ fact of a word being a name, or laying down an accessory detail of the 
“sacrifice, has been ascertained in connection with original sentences, 
“ that it is accepted in all ordinary usage; and as such it is only such 
“ sentences that should have been cited as instances.” 

All this may be true; but the Sutra itself had not such original sen- 
tences in view, because it distinctly mentions ‘ that wherein an accessory is 
laid down,’ which shows that it had only the secondary sentences in 
view. 

“ But why should the Sūtra have neglected to cite the original sen- 
tences ?” 

Because there would be no difference in the main result of the discus- 
sion, whichsoever sentence be cited as an example. Or, it may be that 
secondary sentences have been purposely chosen, because it is only in the 
case of these that we have a syntactical split, which is the principal reason 
for rejecting the Pérvapaksha theory. Or, it may be that in the case 
of the original sentences, whichever of the two theories be accepted (ùe., 
whether the words ‘djya,’ &&., be taken as names or as pointing to 
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accessory details) there is a certain factor that remains wanting; and as 
such there is no means to ascertain definitely which one of the two theories 
is to be accepted; and hence this ascertainment being got at only by 
other means, these sentences could not have served as the appropriate 
examples. 

That is to say, tho word ‘ayya’ signifying butter cannot be recognised 
as a name of certain hymns; and what is mentioned in the passage is that 
‘one hymns by those that are ajya;’ and here what are those that are 
named ‘ajya,’ and how they are denoted by the word, cannot be ascer- 
tained by the original sentence itself, without some help from without ; 
and further, it is necessary to explain the reason why in the original sen- 
tences, the words ‘ djya,’ &c., abandon their conventional meanings, and 
become the names of the hymns, &c. And thus we find that the ‘Name 
theory ’ stands in need of some extraneous help, In accordance with the 
other theory also (in which case the sentence would mean ‘one hymns by 
the butter’), it is absolutely impossible for the butter to be an Instrument 
of hymning ; and hence it would be necessary to take the word ‘dajya’ as 
indirectly indicating the Mantra related to that word; and in that case we 
shall require another sentence laying down such relationship (of the word 
‘aya’ with a particular Mantra ; that is, we shall require a declaration 
that the word ‘ @jya’ means the ‘ Mantra that contains the word’); be- 
cause if the original sentence itself be made to give this meaning, it would 
be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indication. These objections 
cease to apply if the word ‘dajya’ in the sentence in question, be taken 
only as pointing out a meaning or relationship laid down elsewhere ; and 
thus in this case also the fact of certain Mantras being related to the 
‘ajya’ has got to be ascertained from other sources. 

Thus then, we find that in the case of both theories, there is a 
certain element wanting that has to be supplied from extraneous sources ; 
aud hence the sentence comes to signify only the hymning, the sense of 
the word ‘ ajya,’ &c., being ascertained by other means. 

As for the word ‘ pavamdna,’ some people hold that the word has a 
meaning (‘sanctifier ’) that is pointed out by its component parts; and as 
such this has not been cited, on account of its being included in the fore- 
going Adhikarana. While others treat of the caso thus: The stotra cannot 
be taken as the nominative of the ‘sanctifying,’ as the sacrifice (in the 
previous Adhikarana) has been taken as that of ‘bringing forth ;’ because 
it is the Soma that is the real sanctifying agent. And the component parts 
of the word ‘ pavamāna’ not being found to be capable of directly point- 
ing to any Action, the word will have to be taken as pointing to an Action 
in which we use a mantra that has a sanctifying meaning; and this would 
involve an` indirect Indication per Indication; and this process is 
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undoubtedly more complicated than simple Possessive Indication ; and as such 
the case of this sentence also is met by the ‘syntactical split’ (that is to 
be shown in the Siddhdnta) ; and hence this too is a fitting example. 

In the Pdrvapaksha of this discussion also, the arguments based 
upon the universally recognised signification of the words, &c., &c., are 
just the same as those that have been detailed in the Pérvapaksha of the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

And inasmuch as the Siddhantu speaks of the word ‘ Citra’ having 
been taken (in the Pérvapaksha) as pointing to an accessory of the sacrifice, 
having the Citra (variegated) colour, we infer that the Purvapaksha takes 
the sentence ‘ Oitray@ yajéta’ as the Injunction of an accessory of the 
Agnishomiya sacrifice. 

And in support of this, they advance the following arguments :— 


PURVAPAKSAHA. 


“The variegated colour and the feminine character are naturally ap- 
“ plicable to animals only; and as such the sentence in question cannot 
“ but be taken as subsidiary to the Datksha (Agnishomiya) sacrifice, which 
“ ig the root or Primary of all sacrifices performed with animals. That is 
“to say, the differentiation into Feminine, Masculine, &c., apart from 
“animals, is based upon a mere likeness of words, while in the case 
“ of animals, it is based upon real facts of nature. The Principal sacrifice, 
“ however, (in whose context we have the sentence ‘ Crtraya yajzéta’) hav- 
“ ing Curds, &c., for its material, cannot be accepted as having anything 
“ to do with the two characteristics of variegated colour and female character 
“denoted by the word ‘Qitray@’; and hence we extract these two 
“ characteristics out of their place, and take them as related to sacrifice in 
“ general; but on account of the fact of such characteristics belonging 
“ only to animals, they naturally tend mostly towards a sacrifice of animals ; 
“and thence, in accordance with the rule laid down in Sūtra ILI— 
“ vi—2, they become related to the Agnishomiya sacrifice, which is the most 
“ Primary of all such sacrifices. And though the connection of such an 
“ animal (of a variegated colour and a female) would be in opposition to 
“ the character of the animal for the Agnishomiya sacrifice, that is pointed 
“ out in the original Injunction of that sacrifice as the black and the red 
“ male deer,—yet any one of theso characters could be taken as rejecting 
“ the other; or they may both be accepted as optional alternatives, as has 
“already been shown in a foregoing Parvapaksha. 

“ Or, we may bring forward here the arguments that have been shown 
“under the Sutras ITI —vi—9 et seg. [That is to say, under these Sutras 
“it has been shown that the number seventeen being found to be mentioned 
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“in connection with the Samidhénis only, the connection of this num- 
“ber with any particular sacrifice cannot be definitely ascertained ; while 
“the relationship of the particular sacrifice with the number fifteen is 
“ definitely ascertained; and hence it is only proper that the relationship 
“of the number seventeen should be set aside by that of the number fifteen ; 
“in the case of the variegated colour and the feminine character, however, 
“ inasmuch as these are found to be mentioned in connection with a sacri- 
“fice, their connection with a particular sacrifice of the Aygnishomiya is as 
“ reasonable as that of the black deer, &c., because both of these are equally 
“ connected with animals, and the rule laid down under the Sativa ILI— 
“vi—2 is equally applicable to both; and in the Purvapaksha of the 
“ Adhikarana beginning with II{—vi—9, it has been argued that, inasmuch 
“as both the numbers fifteen and serenteen are equally related to the Sāmi- 
“ dhéni, both are to be accepted as optional alternatives; and in the same 
“ manner, in the case in question, the two different kinds of animals are to 
“be alternatively employed at the Agnishomiya sacrifice], And the 
“sense of all this is that, as there would be no syntactical split, there 
“would be an injunction of many things mentioned by a single word, 
“as is distinctly pointed out by the fact of the animal as qualified by the 
“variegated colour and the feminine character being expressed by the 
“single case-termination (the Instrumental). And as for the word 
“< paçukāämah, it may be explained as forming part of the acquiring of the 
“cattle for the sacrifice, and as such it would be taken as only describing 
“an already existing fact, and not as pointing out the Result to be 
“obtained from the sacrifice; and certainly no animal-sacrifice can be 
“ performed by one who does not want to obtain an animal (for the pur- 
“t poses of sacrifice.) 

“ Says the Bhashya: The sentence ‘citraya yajéta pagukdmah’ is de- 
“ screptive of the sacrifice, as it is already well-known. The meaning of this 
“is that the Injunctive potentiality having, in all cases, been found to 
“ have transferred itself to another word in the sentence, which is directly 
“ connected with the verbal affix, the root itself cannot but be taken as 
“ merely describing a well-established fact. That is to say, whenever we 
“ proceed to seek for something else that would be enjoined by the verbal 
“ root, we are faced by the contingency of having to assume innumerable 
“ potentialities; and hence there at once arises in our minds a desire to 
“ take it as only describing an ordinary fact; and hence in such cases we 
‘cannot admit of the presence of an Injunction, unless we are obliged to 
“do it (on account of the impossibility of its being taken as descri ptive of 
“an ordinary fact). In the case of the sentence in question, however, 
“ we know of a particular sacrifice, the Agnishomiya, being connected, 
“through the animal sacrificed, with the variegated colour and the feminine 
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“ character ; and as such there can be no difficulty in taking it as merely 
“ describing this relationship. 

“Says the Bhashya: If the result be held to follow from the material 
“ itself, the root ‘ yaji > becomes redundant. And on this there arises the ques- 
“ tion—‘ How is it that the Pérvapaksha is represented as objecting to its 
‘“ own theory of the sentence being the Injunction of a material ? ’ 

“Some people meet this difficulty by the assertion that the sen- 
“tence that should have formed part of the Siddhdnta, has been 
‘inserted here by mistake. While others offer the explanation that by 
“attributing the result to the material, it would become the principal 
“factor in the Injunction, and thereby losing its secondary (or auxiliary 
“ character), the sentence could not be spoken of as an Injunction of an 
“ Accessory detail. 

“But none of these explanations is quite satisfactory. Because in 
“ any case, the assertion that the word forms the Injunction of an acces- 
“ sory detailis always opposed to the view that it supplies the name of a 
“ particular sacrifice ; and even when the Resultis held to follow from the 
“accessory material thus enjoined, the fact of such injunction being 
“ opposed to the fact of the word being a name remains unaffected. And 
“the Bhashya itself declares later on: It is only when this Adhikarana 
“ exists that we can have any discussion as to whether the word is the Injunc- 
“tion of an accessory material, or a name. Even when the Result is attri- 
“ buted to the particular material enjoined, there being no absolute co- 
“ extensiveness of the material with the sacrifice, it would come to be ac- 
“ cepted as the injunction of an accessory material. 

“ Therefore, we must explain the Bhashya passage in the light of the 
“ following facts : 

“ On the point at issue, there appear to be three distinct theories : 
“(1) The word enjoins an accessory detail, as leading to a particular 
“ resuit; (2) it enjoins the accessory detail with reference to the sacri- 
“fice; and (3) it forms the name of a particular sacrifice. And any one of 
“these has got to refute the other two. Therefore one who takes his 
“ stand upon the Puérvapaksha is represented in the Bhashya passage under 
“ question, to refute the weakest of his two opponents (7.e., the theory that 
“the word enjoins a material as leading to a particular result) on the 
“ ground that in that case the root ‘yajz’ will come to have a meaning 
“ altogether irrelevant to the main subject. 

‘ For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘citrayā ’ lays down the 
“ material for a sacrifice, just as the word ‘ vrihibhih’ in the sentence ‘ vrihi- 
“ bhiryajéta.’ And though the ‘sacrifice’ is represented as the means 
“ (of acquiring the Result), yet its instrumentality pointed out by the origi- 
“nal sentence laying down the sacrifice serves also to indicate the fact 
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“ of the sacrifice itself being an object to be accomplished (by means of the 
“< Oitra’ material); and thus we find that it is this objective character of 
“ the sacrifice with reference to which the particular material is enjoined ; 
“ and as such there is no need of having recourse to any Possessive Indica- 
“ tion (the sentence being construed as—‘ one should think of obtaining 
“ cattle by means of the sacrifice performed with the Oitrā material’). Or, 
‘it may be that the person who holds the word ‘Citra’ to lay down a 
“ material, accepts the fact of the material being with reference to the 
“ sacrifice, which fact cannot be dispensed with; while the theory that the 
“ word lays down a material as leading to a particular result is open to all 
“tho objections urged in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

“ Similarly too, in the case of the sentence—‘ pancadaçājyāni ’—we must 
‘“ presume the existence of some such word as ‘asti’ or ‘ bhavatt,’ &e., the 
“ sentence thus mentioning the existence of the fifteen djyas ; and it is to be 
“ taken as an Injunction, because of its being a statement of the procedure 
“(of a sacrifice), 

* Objection :— Such words as pancadagani and saptadaçãni do not denote 
“ merely the particular numbers, because in accordance with Panini, the 
“affix ‘da’ (in these words) has the sense of ‘stoma’ (or collection of Rk 
“ verses); and this Stoma too does not signify anything other than the 
“ particular number of Rk verses in the Hymn.’ 

‘“ Reply :—This does not affect the case; because the Stoma being 
“only a measure of the Eulogy, as limiting the Hymn which is the means 
“of the Eulogy, whether the limitation be done by means of certain Rk 
‘verses, or by means of Butter, the number as the limiting agent is 
“always called ‘ toma’ on account of its being a measure of the Kulogy. 
“ [That is to say, the Rk verses being the means of the Eulogy, and the 
“number fifteen or seventeen serving to limit these verses, the Eulogy 
‘* itself comes to be limited by the number, which thus comes to be known 
“as the ‘Stoma ; and like the Rk verses the Butter (Ajya) also serves to 
“ give rise to the Eulogy, and thus becomes one of its means; and as such 
‘ there is nothing wrong in the presence of the affix ‘da’ in the word 
** © nancadagani,’ 

‘* Nor is there any need of the Possessive Indication. Becauscit is only 
“ when the sentence is found intact (in the Veda), that in assuming any 
“ facts more or less than what is distinctly expressed by the sentence itself 
“ wo incur the improper responsibility of having recourse to Indirect Indica- 
“tions, Syntactical Split and the like; while there is no such danger when 
“ the sentence itself is an inferred or assumed one. That is to say, in the case 
“of the sentence—‘ pancadaganyajyani,’ the word ‘djya’ being found to 
“ have no connection with the sentence as it stands, we must have recourse 
“to the assumption of the Injunction of a Procedure of Action, that would 
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“ have some sort of connection with what is met with in the original sen- 
“tence, the apparent inconsistency of which is the sole ground for the 
“assumption of this new sentence; and this new sentence may be as- 
“sumed as having a word that would directly denote what is sought to be 
“got at indirectly by means of Possessive Indication (7.e., the sentence 
“assumed being somewhat in the form that ‘the Hymn is to be helped 
“by means of the Ajyas seventeen in number.’) 

“ Against this we may have the following objection: ‘The Ajya be- 
“ing a substance, it cannot form part of a procedure which consists of 
“something to be done; and as such it could not be pointed out by the 
“ Context, which only stands in need of a mention of the Procedure. ’ 

“But in the case in question, we have a distinct action, in the 
“shape of ‘existence;’ and as such there is no occasion for the said ob- 
“jection. It being always necessary for the subsidiaries to exist in the 
“ same place as the Primary, the Ajya must always exist in close proximity 
“to the Hymn. And hence, just as in the case of the sentence—‘ having 
“laid the fire, he proceeds with the hymn ’—the fire helps the hymning by 
“its mere presence, so tov, in the case of the sentence in question (the 
“ Ajya or the Butter would help the Hymning by its mere presence or 
existence). And as such, our theory not being open to any objection, we 
“conclude that the words in question lay down the accessory details of the 
“ sacrifices.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above arguments, we make the following reply : Must be related 
to a primary sacrifice (sūtra). That is to say, the mention of many things 
can be possible only when there is an Injunction of a Principal Action. In 
the case in question it is held that the accessory is laid down in connection 
with a well-known Action. But there is no mutual relationship among the 
accessories themselves. And hence if any one of the accessories wore laid 
down, it could not indicate any other accessory ; and thus there being no 
Apparent Inconsistency in the matter, we would have to assume an endless 
number of direct Vedic Injunctions of the various accessories; and this 
would necessitate the frequent repetition of the Injunctive Affix, which 
would inevitably lead to a syntactical split, as has been well declared— 
Though the BAdvand indirectly implies the Injunction of many things, yet 
the Injunction of a qualification does not refer to any other qualification. 

And thus we find that even though the two qualifications (of variega- 
ted colour and female character) are denoted by the same word (Citra), yet 
we have just the same necessity of having recourse to the greatly compli- 
nie process of assuming more than one Injunctive Potentiality (in the 

word), 
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And as a matter of fact, inasmuch as the original Injunction of the 
particular sacrifice has laid down a particular material, there can be no 
effective potentiality (in the Injunction of any other material). And it is a 
well-known fact that we can have the doscription of an Action just as it 
is pointed out in its original Injunction; and hence, when it has once con- 
nected itself with a particular material (f.i. the Black Deer) it can never have 
anything to do with any other material that is incompatible with the 
former. That is to say, in the description of a certain action, if it be ab- 
solutely necessary to describe its material, all its wants being found to be 
supplied (by that which is mentioned in the original Injunction), there 
can be no Injunction of any other material ; specially as any such Injune- 
tion would be based upon the fact of the Action being wanting on that 
point. 

Nor can it be urged that from out of the original Injunction of the 
Aynishomiya, we could take out the sacrifice itself (apart from the 
matorials therein mentioned) ; and then have its matorials laid down by 
means of the sentence— (ctraya yajéta.’ Because in the first place the 
Action is always connected with the accessories mentioned in its own 
original Injunction; and hence any accessories mentioned in other sentences 
can never get at it apart from such natural accessories. In tho case of 
the alternative materials—V7rihi and Yava—mentioned in connection with 
the sacrifice, as the two Injunctions function independently of each other, 
they ave both equally authoritative, and as such the two are accepted to be 
optional alternatives. In tho case in question, however, it is only the 
original Injunction that would independently by itself lay down the ac- 
cessory of the action; which could not be done by this other sentence, 
which only describes the sacrifice as Inid down in the original Injunction ; 
specially as thore could be no description of that which has not already 
been laid down. 

And further, on account of the mention of the desire for cattle (in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as this involves the acceptance of the 
denotation of a word other than the [njunctivo (‘ yajéfa’’) we have an 
inevitable syntactical split. That is to say, though the Result is not enjoin- 
ed, yet, (1) the sacrifice 18 enjoined, for the sake of the Result ; and (2) the 
material Oitrā is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, thus there being 
a most complicated syutactical split. And there would be a further objec- 
tion, that at one and the same time there would be an Injunction of the 
sacrifice with reference to the Result and a description of it with reference 
to the material. 

Nor can the word “paçukāmah” be taken as only describing the al- 
ready well-known fact of the presence of such a desire, as part of the de- 
sire for the acquiring of cattle for the purposes of the sacrifice. Because 
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all that is desirable for man is desired for itself; and as for the fact of 
persons engaging in actions for the means and auxiliaries of that desirable 
object, this is not due to any desiro for such auxiliaries (the desire being 
only for the main object, the auxiliaries being sought after only as means 
to that end, and not as desirable in themselves). That is to say, when 
proceeding to perform a sacrifice, one docs not entertain any strong desire 
for the acquiring of the animal that would be required in the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice ; because even without any such desire, he proceeds 
to possess himself of the animal, because without that, he finds that it is 
impossible for him to obtain the particular result that he desires (which 
can be obtained only by means of a sacrifice performed with the animal). 
Aud thus, even though there may be a certain degrec of desirability in the 
animal, it could be spoken of as desirable indirectly only. Therefore, it is 
only that which is found to be desired directly, in its direct denotation, 
that we recognise as the Result, which is mentioned in connection with 
the word ‘kama’ (Desire). We shall explain this in detail later on 
under the Sira VI—i—2. 

Tho result of the Aynishomiya sacrifice too, being a part of the sacri- 
fice, cannot quite definitely be ascertained, whether it is this or any other ; 
and as such there cannot bo any description of it. [That is to say, it can- 
not be urged that the word ‘ pagukamah’ may be taken as only describing 
the particular result in the shape of the acquiring of cattle, which is 
pointed out to be a result of the Agnishomiya sacrifice by the fact of this 
sacrifice bringing about all desirable results; because in that case any de- 
scription would be impossible, as a description of a secondarily indicated 
fact is absolutely useless ; and if the word be taken as mentioning a parti- 
cular qualification of the Agnuishomiya as pointed out by the fact of its 
bringing about all desirable results, there would be a syntactical split ; 
and then we can recall all the reasonings brought forward in connection 
with the word ‘ wdbhid’]. And this would lead to another anomaly, viz.— 
though the sentence occurs in connection with the Prajapatya sacrifice, yet 
the result coming to be taken along with the Agnishomiya, there would be 
a direct rejection of the context. 

On the other hand, if the word ‘ Oitrayā’ be taken as the name of a 
sacrifice, the sentence would only lay down a relationship between the 
sacrifice and a particular result ; and there would be no room for any of 
the aforesaid objections. 

In the case of the expression ‘ pancadagajyani,’ the particular material 
(Buiter), as also the number (Fifteen), not being found to be in any way 
connected with the Hymns, any one of these might be taken as being en- 
joined (by the sentence) with regard to another which might be taken as 
described by it. In any case, the material is not cognised (in the sentence) 


t CITRĀ’ IS THE NAME OF A SACRIFICE. 395 


as pertaining to any other Action; and if the sentence were to be taken as 
laying down a particular number with reference to the Butter employed 
in other Actions,—in that case (the sentence affording no idea of 
the Action), the Injunction would form part of the Material, and not of 
any Action (which fact would make the Injunction absolutely useless) ; 
and this would also lead to the rejection of the main Context (of the sen- 
tence). That it is not possible for the sentence to be taken as an Injunc- 
tion of the Material as qualified by the particular number, we shall show 
later on under the Sura IV —i—ll. As a matter of fact too, that which 
does not qualify a verb (Action) can never form the object of au Injunction ; 
because the Injunctive word has no direct relationship with nouns ; and in 
tLe sentence in question, we do not find any verb which would be the ob- 
ject of Injunction, and would, as such, point to many accessories (Materials, 
&c.). Nor is it possible for these (fifteen butters) to form the object of 
the sentence that lays down the recitation of the Hymns ; because they 
have not the character of an Action (or Verb). As has beon well said: 
‘ The principal Action (or Verb) cannot take in any accessories or Materials 
as constituting its procedure, unless there is an intermediate action, as- 
sumed in accordance with the sentence.’ 

Nor can they be said to belong to the verb ‘to be;’ and it isa uni- 
versal rule that any particular thing can operate elsewhoro only when it 
has acquired its own existence in ono place; and as for mere existence 
(denoted by the verb ‘ to be’), its business onds with the pointing out of 
the fact of an object being an entity ; and as such the action of being can 
never be one that could be an object to be accomplished ; nor does it stand 
in necd of any other Action that could be taken as the object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such, there being no room for any help by the said number 
and material, these cannot be taken as forming part of the procedure of 
the action to be. Though in the case of the sentenco—‘ Rathantaran 
bhavati, &c.’ we admit of the fact of the Context pointing to such actions 
as those of being, &c., that are held to be enjoined by these senteuces,—yet 
this is due to a cognition of the relationship (of the Rathantaram, &c.) 
with certain intermediate actions that are indirectly indicated. Nor is 
the existence of Butter, &c., such as is not fully established in the world ; 
tart as such their existence cau never be taken as the object of a 
Ehavand (such as‘one should think of establishing the existence of 
Butter,’ &c., &e.). 

It may be urged that—‘ there may be a Bhdvané of placing the 
Butter, &c., in proximity to the Hymn (which proximity is not an estab- 
lished fact)?’ But this too is not possible; because no such proximity forms 
the object of any Injunction. In the case of the sentence— having laid 
the fire,’ &c.,—the proximity of the fire (to the Hymning) is distinctly 
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enjoined by the sentence itself ; when this action (of the laying of fire) 
being apart from the action of mere existing (of the fire), is capable of 
being taken as constituting a part of the procedure. In accordance with 
the Siddhdnta theory the sentence being found to serve a distinctly useful 
purpose, there is no apparent Inconsistency that would necessitate the 
assumption of any sentence laying down the relationship of the Ajya 
with the Hymn. 

If the expression ‘ pancadagdnydjyani’ were to lay down the number 
fifteen, with reference to the Butter laid down in the sentence-—‘ @jyath 
stuvaté, —then, as shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, there would be a 
necessity of having recourse to Possessive Indication; and itis with a 
view to this that the Bhashya says—That the Hymns and the Ajya could be 
laid down by the word only by means of Indication. And further, the Butter 
being a substance always liable to exist in one mass, the number fifteen 
could not apply to it directly ; and hence it would be necessary to assume 
certain measures (or weights of it)—such as the Pala and the rest, which 
are not mentioned in the sentence itself. 

From all this, it appears that though originally the word ‘Afya’ 
may not appear to have the character of a name, and there is no place for 
it in a sentence laying down tho material of a sacrifice,—yet it is clear that 
there could be an Injunction of the number fifteen, only when the word 
‘ Ajya’ is taken as the name (of certain Hymns), and not otherwise. 

Tho Bhashya has taken the word ‘ Ajya’ as a name; because that 
is the only way in which the expression ‘ pancadaganyajyani ’—which is 
subsidiary to the sentence ‘ājyaih stuvaté’—can be explained; and the 
reasons why this interpretation has been accepted are—(L) because in this 
manner alone can the two words ‘ pancadagani’ and ‘ajyant’ be construcd 
together; and (2) because of the meanings of the component parts of 
the word, as pointed out in the Veda, both by way of explanatory sen- 
tences, and by that of Artharadas. 

That is to say, the explanation of the name ‘ Ajya,’ as belonging to the 
Hymns, is supplied by the Veda itsclf: ‘As the gods went to battle with 
these, thoy are Ajya; that is to say, because the gods, according to the 
advice of Prajipati, went to battle, after having recited these Hymns, 
therefore they came to be known as ‘djya,’ as fitting the gods for battle 
(ajz). In the same manner, because the Rathantara, &c., were produced 
when the surface (prshtha) of the water was touched by Vayu, therefore 
these Samas came to be known as ‘Prshtha.’ Thus the explanation of 
these two names are found to be supplied by certain Arthavada passages 
of the Vedaitself. And as the Vamadévya and other Samas are the source 
of the Rathantara, &c., the name Prshtha belongs to thom also. 

Says the Bhishya: “ Why should not we take the sentence as laying down, 
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with reference to the Hymns, the Ajyas qualified by the number fifteen ?” 
This question should be taken as preceded by the sentence—“ inasmuch as 
a single sentence cannot give us two distinct meanings.” And the reply to 
this question given in the Bhashya is: Because there is no word expressive 
of such qualified Ajya; and this refers to the non-mention of any principal 
verb in the sentence. 

The Bhashya, however, retorts: “ But the two words—‘ pancadagani’ and 
‘ajyant’—wold supply the qualified denotation ”—, and this refers to the fact 
of these two words being connected with the verb ‘to be? The reply to 
this is that these two words too cannot serve to lay down the qualified aya ; 
because it is only the principal verb that draws all the qualifications to- 
gether; and as for the verb ‘to be,’ which signifies mere existence, its func- 
tion ends with each individual qualification itself, and as auch it cannot 
help in drawing together the various factors of the sentence. And thus 
there can be no material relationship among thie qualifications (through the 
verb ‘to be’) the only meaning capable of being got out of the sentence 
being that— whichever things are fifteen in number—and whatever number of 
Ajyas there may be (which are only two distinct unconnected assertions). 

And hence we conclude that the two words cannot afford the necessary 
Injunction ; nor can they be taken as descriptive of certain thimgs (in 
connection with the Hymns): because no such thing as the ajya is 
generally known to belong to the Hymns; and as such any description of 
it would be absolutcly useless. 

For these reasons we conclude that the word in question must be a 
name; in that case one factor could be taken as being enjoined in connec- 
tion with another which is only mentioned in the sentence as an established 
fact. That the word is an injunctive one has been often repeated ; but all 
that is meant by this is that it serves to point out that which is the object 
of an Injunction; because a word that is a name has no injunctive force. 

The mention of the number fifteen serving as a measure of the Rk 
verses which are the chief means of the Hymning, it directly comes to 
have the character of the stoma, through its limiting of the Hymn itself ; 
and as such tho affix ‘da’ in the word ‘ pancadagiani’ becomes easily ex- 
plained. 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Agnihotra’ and the like being the 
names of sacrifices.] 


Sutra (4). There are other sentences mentioning the acces- 
sories. 


Objection: “ All names are of two kinds—conventional and literal; and 
as the names of both these kinds having been dealt with in the foregoing 
two Adhikaranas what is left there that we proceed to consider now?” ` 

Reply: with regard to the literal names, it has been said above that 
they must be taken as names, because otherwise, it becomes necessary to 
have recourse to Possessive Indication; and hence the present Adhikarana 
is taken up, in connection with such literal names as are capable of being 
taken as laying down the accessories of sacrifices, without having recourse 
to Possessive Indication. Similarly too, in the next Adhikarana we shall 
treat of such conventional names as are capable of being taken as laying 
down the accessories of sacrifices, without leading to any syntactical split. 

And on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


“ In tho case of the word “ Agnthotra ” the Siddhanti also explains the 
“compound as ‘that wherein the offering is made to Agni,’ and the sense 
“of no other compound being cognised we can very easily take the 
“compound as a Bahuvrihi, containing within itself a possessive implica- 
“tion (the compound being explained as ‘that Deity Fire to whom the 
“ offering is made’), and thereby the word can very easily be taken as 
‘laying down an accessory—Deity—of the particular sacrifice. And in 
“ support of this interpretation, we could bring forward all the arguments 
“that have been shown in the Purvapaksha of Adhikarana (l). And 
“ though it is true that the Deity Fire is distinctly mentioned in connec- 
“tion with the Evening Libation (of the Agnihotra), yet we could take 
“the word ‘Agnihotra’ either as laying down the Deity for the Morning 
“ Libation apart from the Evening Libation, or as laying it down in 
“connection with Homa in general, and as such with particular reference 
“ to the Darvi-Homa, &c., which have no Deities mentioned with them- 
“ selves; specially as such is the force of the word ‘juhott’ in the sentence 
“ speaking of the various Homas. 

“In the same manner, an ‘ dghdra’ is ‘that which is poured ont;’ 
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“and as such the word ‘dghdra’ denotes all objects capable of being 
“ poured out, such as Butter, Milk and the like. And in the sentence 
“ *dghdramaghdarayatt’ we find the word ‘aghdram’ in the Accusative; 
“and as such pointing out the aforesaid Butter, &c., undergoing a certain 
‘ preparation by being poured out; and as there can be no such prepara- 
“tion without a definite purpose, we naturally seek for such a purpose. 
“ And then, all that is meant by the substances being ‘ poured out’ is that 
“ they are rendered capable of being poured out, and not that they are all 
“ poured out, because the function of the word ‘ āghāra’ rests only in 
“ the mere signification of the word, and not in the actual carrying of it 
‘ into practice; and hence there is a desire to know what is to be done 
“ with the substance of which (by way of testing) a portion has been 
“ poured out. Even in ordinary experience, we find that when a certain 
“substance is going to be drunk, people make it undergo a process of 
“ purification by being poured out. Thus then, the prepared or purified 
“ substance, being exactly like the extracted juice of the Putika (a sub- 
“ stitute for Soma) or the Phalacamasa prepared for food, stands in need 
“ofan Action (that would be performed with it); and as such it connects 
“ itself with the Primary sacrifices of the Darcga-Pirnamdsa. But from 
“ among these, there are some, such as the Agnéya, &c., that have their 
“own particular materials distinctly laid down; and hence it is only the 
“ Upaneu sacrifice that stands in need of the mention of a material; and 
“as such, the liquid material duly prepared, comes to be taken in connec- 
“tion with this Upāñçu sacrifice. As has been well said: ‘A sub- 
“stance, which has been mentioned in connection with a certain pro- 
‘cess of purification,—though not related to the Principal sacrifices— 
“comes to be taken along with other sacrifices mentioned in the 
“same context; for otherwise, it would be incapable of any purifica- 
“ tion.’ 

“ Or, it may be that it is the denotation of the affix only (that is to say, 
“ the mere factor ‘does’ which is denoted by the ‘ tip’ affix in ‘äghārayati ’) 
“that constitutes the Bhavana of the Upāħùçu sacrifice—which alone 
“ stands in need of the mention of a material—, with reference to which 
‘the substance @ghara having been laid down by the sentence (in ques- 
“ tion), the meaning of the Verbal root (in ‘aghdra’) comes to be taken as 
“ mentioned only as the object of the aforesaid active affix. Or, it may be 
“that by the more fact of the ‘ Dhkruuvajya’ having been found to be men- 
“ tioned, points to the liquid character of the materia]; and hence the 
‘sentence comes to be taken as the injunction of all that is capable of 
“ being poured out,—for instance, such liquids as Milk, Butter and the 
‘* like. 

“And thus all that we want being accomplished by the direct 
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“ denotation of the verbal root itself, what is the use of taking the word 
“s Aghāra’ asa name? Nor do we ever find any merely purificatory action 
“to have particular names. 

“ Says the Bhdshya: ‘ It is by direct assertion that the accessory material 
‘as enjoined ;’ and the meaning of this is that the direct mention of the 
“ Accusative ending in the word ‘aghdram’ points to the fact of the 
“aghira being an object to be prepared or purified; and from this we are 
“led to the conclusion that such a substance duly prepared, cannot but be 
“the material of a particular sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 

Inasmuch as in the case in question, we find another sentence laying 
down the accessories of the sacrifice, any pointing out of it by the word 
in question would be absolutely useless; and hence we cannot but take it 
to be a name. 

Against this the following argument may be urged: “If one took the 
“word § Agnihotra’ to lay down a Deity for the Evening Homa, and 
“e Agh@ra’ to lay down a material for tho Upangu (for which the acces- 
“sories are distinctly mentioned), then alone could the laying down of the 
“accessory by the word ‘ Aguihotra’ or ‘ Aghara’ he said to be use- 
“less, on acconnt of the material being directly enjoined in the sentence 
“dealing with the Evening Libation, &. As a matter of fact, however, 
“ we take the word ‘ Agnthotra’ as laying down the Deity for a sacrifice 
‘whieh has no Deity mentioned in connection with it, and the word 
met Aghara ’ as laying down the material for the Updnen sacrifice, for which 
‘no other material has been mentioned; and as such how can the other 
“sentences be said to have laid down the Deity and the Material (held to 
“be laid down by the words ‘ Agnthotra’ and ‘ Aghdra’ )?” 

To this we make the following reply: If the word ‘ Agnihotra’ were 
an Injunction, it would stand in need of an object for itself; and the ques- 
tion would be whether this object would be inclnded in the subject of the 
context, or would there be reasons for transferring it elsewhere? The rela- 
tionship of Agni with the hofra (or Homa) having been established by other 
means (such as the Indication of the Mantra ‘ Agnirjyotirjyotih, &e.’), and in 
accordance with this people being found to take up the performance of the 
Aynihotia,—the word ‘ Agnihotra’ distinctly comes to be. merely deserip- 
tive (of a sacrifice laid down elsewhere). It is a general rule that all 
accessories are laid down in connection with that which is denoted hy the 
Verbal root in the sentence ; and Description too is never found to belong 
to any other action save that which forms the subject of the Context. And 
hence in the case in question, if the word ‘ Agnithotra’ be taken as laying 


‘AGNIHOTRA’ IS THE NAME OF A SACRIFICE. 401 


down the accessory Deity in connection with the Homa that forms the sub- 
ject of the Context, then such an accessory could not but be accepted as 
having been pointed out by another direct assertion of the Veda—that 
speaking of the Evening Libation of the Agnihotra (inasmuch as it is 
the Agnihotra as a whole that forms the subject of the Context, and this 
latter sentence distinctly mentions Agni as its Deity); and hence the word 
‘ Agnihotra’ cannot be taken as enjoining the Deity, because such a Deity 
has already been pointed out elsewhere. 

And further, in the case in question, there can be no description of 
that which is signified by the verbal root; because it cannot be spoken of 
as that ‘this forms the snbject of the Context’ or that ‘it does not.’ Conse- 
quently the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti’ must be taken as laying down a 
particular action or Homa (named ‘ Agnihotra’). As for the accessories 
of this Action, they are laid down in the passages dealing with the 
‘ Evening’ Libation, and that containing the word drdhva;’ hence any 
such action as the pure Agnihotra, (i.e. without any, Deity, &c.) not 
being found to be directly montioned in the Veda, it cannot be taken 
as the subject of the Context. Nor can the word be taken as being 
descriptive of that which is not in close proximity to it, because 
there aro many intervening obstacles; and as such it is as incapable 
of entering our minds as any stray action, like the Kaundapdyina 
Homa. 

If it be held that, ‘the word might be taken as enjoining the Homa as 
qualified by the Deity Agni,’—then, we reply that this could be possible 
only if the accessories were not laid down by other sentences; as a matter 
of fact, however, we actually find them laid down by other sentences (and 
hence we cannot accept the explanation suggested ). 

Nor do we find any grammatical rule that could justify our explaining 
the word ‘ Agnihotra’ as a Dative-Tatpurusha (=‘the Homa for the sake of 
Agni’); and unless we have this wo cannot take the word as laying down 
the Deity; and as for any ordinary relationship between Agni and the 
Homa, this could be pointed out by the Compound, taken as the Genitive— 
Tatpurusha (=‘the Homa of Agni’) but this could not make the word an 
Injunction of the Deity. 

When, however, the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhott’ is interpreted as— 
‘that Homa wherein the offering is made to Agni comes to be known as 
the Agnthotra,’—the word ‘ Agnihotra’ being taken as a name, descriptive 
of a certain action, whose Deity has been mentioned in another sentence,— 
though the genitive in ‘agn@h’ would signify a mere relationship in 
general, yet it could satisfy the conditions laid down for the Dative com- 
pound ; because the word ‘hotra’ being explained as that which is offered 
(yat hiiyaté tadhotram), it becomes impossible for the word ‘ Agnihotram’ to 
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be taken with ‘juhoti’ unless we explain the compound as a Bahuvrihi, 
pointing to something else (agneh hotram agnihotram, yasmin karmani 
agnthotram tacca agnthotram, ‘that action in which the kotra or the material 
offered belongs to Agni’); and in this manner the word ‘ Agnihotra’ could 
be taken in the first instance, as the Genitive-Tatpurusha (the Homa of 
Agni) having the force of the Dative; just as in the case of the compound 
‘ Agvaghasa,’ we know that the grass is for the sake of the horse, yet as 
the one is not the material cause of another (which is a necessary condi- 
tion for a Dative-Tatpurusha), the compound cannot be spoken of as a 
Dative-Tatpurusha; and hence we declare the compound to be a Genitive- 
Tatpurusha having the sense of the Dative. 

Nor can the word be taken as laying down the Deity Five for the 
Morning Libation alone; asin that case, the Homa, as indicated by the 
Bahuvrihi compound (‘ Agnihotra’) having been already got at, it would 
be only its accessories,—in the shape of the material and the Deity, as de- 
noted by two distinct words ‘ hotra’ and ‘agni’ respectively,—whose re- 
lationship will have to be taken as being enjoined by the affix in the word 
‘jguthoti.’ And again, though the Deity (Fire) is known (from the sentence 
mentioning the Evening Libation) only in connection with one part of the 
Agnthotra, yet this cannot remove the fact of the word ‘ Agnihotra’ being 
a nameé descriptive of the facts already got at from the other sentence 
(dealing with its various parts). 

As for the word ‘ dghdra,’ it is with a very great difficulty that we 
can establish its relationship to the Upānçu sacrifice. 

And though the meaning of the verbal root (juhoti, &c.) can be taken 
only in the character of the Instrument, yet the words ‘ Aynihotram’ and 
‘ Ayharam’ (in the Accusative) could be taken along with that factor of 
the Action which is yet to be accomplished. [That is to say, there can be 
no instrumentality apart from the activity of the agent; and hence the 
Instrumental character of that which is denoted by the verbal root would 
always indicate an action of the agent; and this could not be possible 
without something to be accomplished by that action; and hence the 
meaning of the root would also contain an clement of this something to be 
accomplished, which must be in the objective case, and as such quite 
capable of being taken along with such othor objectives as ‘ Agnihotram’ 
or ‘ Aagharam,’] 

And again, the word ‘äghāra’ is not very easily recognised as being 
the name of any particular material; nor again is a material ever found 
to be laid down by means of a word with the Accusative ending (as it is 
always enjoined by means of one in the Instrumental case) ; and hence 
these words, being recognised as descriptive of the sacrifice, cannot be 
taken as laying down other materials for it. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Cyéna’ and the like being the names 
of sacrifices. | 


Sutra (6). It points to the Action. 

As passages treated of in the present Adhikarana, we can take the 
sentences cited in the Bhashya, and others also, but not the sentence 
‘athaisha jyotih, &c.’; because in this latter the word not having the 
Instrumental ending, it could never be taken as laying down an Accessory. 
When however these very words appear with the Instrumental ending, 
in other sentences, then they do become included in the present discussion, 
Or, even these may be accepted as forming the basis of the present dis- 
cussion; inasmuch as though having the Nominative ending, yet the 
word ‘ jyotih’ may bo taken as merely mentioning a particular material ; 
and it would be quite possible for another sentence laying down an action 
to be porformed with this material. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘Gyénéna,’ in the sentence ‘Cyénénabhicaran yajéta,’ 
“must be taken as laying down the material for sacrifice; and in support 
“of this we could bring forward all the arguments shown in the Parva- 
“paksha of Adhikarana (1). Nor do we find the component parts of the 
“ word ‘ Çyēna’ pointing to any sacrifice. The only way of making it 
“refer to a sacrifice would be by making ‘ Gyéna’ = Cyenavat (that which 
“is like the Cyéna) ; and certainly this would be an extremely round-about 
“ way of taking the word. Aud it is far more reasonable to have recourse 
“to Possessive Indication, explaining ‘Cyénéna’ as ‘Cyénavatd yagéna 
“ (the sacrifice which has the Cyéna or the Kite for its material). Nor is it 
“necessary to assumo the existence of the possessive affix matup and then 
“eliminate it; because the Çyëna being distinctly recognised (through the 
“ Instrumental case-ending) as the means (of obtaining the particular 
“ result), it naturally points to its invariable concomitant, the Action 
“ which is accomplished by its means. (Thatis, the word ‘ Gyénana 
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“itself would point to the sacrifice performed with the Cyéna as the 
“ material)’ 

“ And again, as for the posssesive implication, it would be cognised at 
“tho time of the comprehending of the sentence, on account of the fact of 
“ the words occurring in a single sentence. The implication of similarity 
‘ however would be cognised at the time of comprehending the word itself ; 
“and as such this cannot be admitted to be much weaker than the former. 
“That is to say, if the word ‘Cyéna’ bo taken as laying down the Kite as 
“ tho material of a sacrifice, the word ‘Oyéna,’ in subsequently indicating 
“the sacrifice at which the Kite is used as the material, does not entirely 
“ give up its own signification ; while when the word itself is pronounced 
“it only points to its own signification—the Kite—as the material to be 
“used. On the other hand, when the word ‘Cyéna’ is taken as pointing to 
“ a sacrifice similar to the Kite, in this no trace of the original signification of 
“ the word is found to be pointing to something else similar (to the kites) ; 
“and thus this theory would involve the contingency of rejecting the 
“ direct denotation of the word.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, wo make the following reply: That which is enjoined is 
always found to be eulogised by means of its similarity with a different 
thing; and it is never found to be eulogised by the pointing out of any 
similarity with itself. And in the case of the sentence in question, we 
meet with such eulogistic passages as—“ just as the Kite springs upon its 
prey and kills it, so does the performer of this sacrifice fall upon his 
enemies,” where we find the Praise based upon a similarity ; and it is 
certain that the Praise must belong to that which has been enjoined (in the 
sentence ‘ Çyënënābhicaran, &e.’) If then, the word, ‘ Gyéna’ in this Injunc- 
tive sentence be taken as enjoining the Kite as the material for the sacrifice, 
then it would be the Kite that would bo the object of the Praise in the 
above passage; but itis not proper to speak of it as being similar to 
itself. 

It may be urged here that—“ we do find certain instances where the 
“pointing out of absolute identity constitutes a great praise, inasmuch 
“as it shows that there is nothing equal to the object sought to be praised, 
‘ e.g., we have such praises as—‘ the battle between Rama and Ravana was 
“ hike the battle between Rama and Ravana.’ ” 

This is true enough; but in ordinary parlance we find that even such 
praises are based upon an assumed diversity of time, place, &., (between 
that which is described and that which is cited in the simile), But in the 
case in question, we find that the word can be taken in such a way as to 
leave a difference between the object praised and the object cited, in the 


‘OYENA’ IS THE NAME OF A SACRIFICE. 405 


simile: and hence in this case we can have no ground for assuming any 
difference (of the Kite from itself). That is to say, if we take the word 
‘Cyéna’ as the name of a sacrifice, there is no difficulty in having the 
‘t Cyéna’-Sacrifice described (and praised) as being similar to the ‘Cyana’ 
Bird. Otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to the indication 
of the possessive implication, as also that of an implication of similarity 
(the word ‘Cyéna’ being made to indicate the ‘Cyénavat’ sacrifice, and 
then we would have to assume a similarity of the Cyéna bird with itself); 
and your theory would have to take recourse to another complication, of 
having to assume a difference of the Kite from itself (in order to explain 
the simile contained in the eulogistic passage). Nor is it possible for you 
to take the word ‘ Gyéna’ as pointing to the material of the sacrifice, and 
then to transfer the Praise (which really belongs to the sacrifice) to the 
material connected with it; because the Injunction of the sacrifice itself 
(by the sentence ‘ Gyénénabhicaran yajéta’) has not been set aside. That is 
to say, it is only the praise of something not enjoined that is transferred 
to something else; while, in the case in question, we find the sacrifice itself 
to be directly enjoined, and as such quite capable of being taken along 
with the Praise; aud hence we cannot accept the material (Kite) to be 
either enjoined (by the sentence ‘ Cyéna,’ &c.) or praised (by the eulogistic 
passage quoted). And your theory of the transference of the Praise would 
involve another complication of making the sacrifice indicate the material. 

And on account of the word ‘ Gyénéna’ occurring along with the word 
‘ yajēta, the former is as directly denotative of the Sacrifice as that of the 
Material (Bird). While you have recourse to Indication in the Injunction 
itself, I accept it only in the descriptive detail. 

And as for the elimination of the possessive affix, such an climination is 
possible only when the word expresses a property and not when it expresses 
a substance (like the Bird.) Vide Vartika on Panini I—iv—19—‘ gunava- 
canébhyah,’ &c. As for the implication of similarity, on the other hand, it 
is due to a distinct word, ‘iva,’ which, being a word by itself, can appear 
of itself after any word (and there can be no such restriction as in the 
case of the Possessive affix Matup). And again, the Possessive Indication 
will hav; to be assumed while the similarity is a well-established fact, as 
pointed out by the simile in the culogistic passage. 

And in this connection also, we can bring forward, against the present 
Pirvapaksha, all the objections that have been urged against the Pirvapak- 
shas of the foregoing Adhikaranas :—viz: The necessity of the Verb aban- 
doning its own meaning and taking up that of another, the extreme remote- 
ness of the meaning of the affix, and so forth. 


ADHIKARANA (5) 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Väjapēya’ and the like being 


names of sacrifices. | 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (6). In the case of names, inasmuch as there is a dis- 
tinct mention of Accessories, there would be an Injunction of these. 


“That which is denoted by the verb could be taken, by the system of 
“ Simultaneous Relationship (Tantra), as an Instrument with reference to the 
“ Result, and as the Objective with reference to the Accessory (Material) ; and 
“there would be no incongruity in this. For instance, in the case of the 
“sontence—‘ udbhidd yajéta pagukamah ’—the full signification would be 
“that ‘the sacrifice should be accomplished by means of the udbhid mate- 
“rial, and the acquisition of cattle should be accomplished by means of 
“the sacrifice;’ and thus the operation of both Injunctions going hand 
“in hand simultaneously (and thus there being no syntactical split), 
“the full construction of the sentence is got at, without having recourse 
“ to Possessive Indication. 

“In tho same manner we could also explain the relationship of the 
“word ‘ ajya’ with the number (fifteen) of the Hymns, by the same method 
“of Simultaneous Relationship. 

“ Hence we conclude that in all cases of such words as you take to 
“be names, inasmuch as there is a distinct recognition of the mention of 
“ Materials or other Accessories, based upon the universally accepted 
“ meanings of words,—we can very well take them to constitute the In- 
“ junctions (of such materials, &c.); and there is no reason for taking 
“them as Names. 

“The present discussion thus bears upon perhaps all such words as 
“are taken to be names; but the Bhdshya cites the particular sentence— 
“* Vajapeyena svttrajyakamo yajéta’ only, with a view that the,true meaning 
“of this sentence may also be arrived at. As a matter of fact, however, 
“the discussion may be taken as applying to all such sentences (as contain 
“the names of sacrifices) ; as it has well been declared: ‘ The Instrument 
“(of obtaining the result) having been laid down (in the shape of the 
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“ sacrifice) by means of the word yajéta’ (inasmuch as the unaccomplished 
“sacrifice cannot operate as the Instrument) the sacrifice itself comes to 
“be recognised as an objective (something to be accomplished); and it 
“ is for the sake of this objective that the accessory (Vdjapéya) is laid down 
“asthe Instrument; and thus there is no need for a Possessive Indication.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (T). The two actions becoming the same, this cannot be. 


At first, with particular reference to the case of the Vajapéya, we 
offer the following reply : 

The word ‘ Vajapéya’ would mean a certain preparation of flour, 
sngar, &c., and thus the sacrifice at which such a mixture of grain would 
be employed as the material, would, by this similarity of material, become 
an ‘ Aishtika’ sacrifice (which is a name given to all sacrifices with grains, 
‘Saumika’ being the name of all that are performed with the juices of 
creepers, and ‘Pacu’ referring to all at which the flesh of animals is 
offered.) [And thereby the Principal Primary of all Arshtikas being the 
Darga-Purnamasa, it is the procedure of this sacrifice that would have to be 
followed in the sacrifice in question ; whereas as a matter of fact, the pro- 
cedure followed at it is that of the Jyotishtoma, which is the Principal 
Primary of all Saumikas.] And hence we conclude that the word ‘ Vāja- 
peya ’’ in the sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the 
material for the sacrifice. 


Sutra (8). A single word would have an extraneous significa- 
tion. 

We can have a Simultaneous Relationship only in a case where an 
object, in one and the same form, is found to be equally helpful (to both 
the factors with which its Simultaneous Relationship is desired). In 
a case howevgf where the help accorded to the two factors is not equal, 
it FAE ab to repeat the word (denotating the object so related ) 
(and there can be no simultaneity in its Relationship). 

There are two ways of having the Simultaneous Relationship,—either 
by taking each word or sentence by itself, or by taking them collectively, 
according as what is signified by the verb occupies the secondary or the 
primary position (in the sentence). 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the material Vajapéya be held 
to be enjoined as a means or Instrument with reference to the sacrifice, then 
the Result (Sovereignty of Heaven) cannot be taken as the Instrument, 
because in that case, there would be no result for the sacrifice. Because 
in all cases the Resalt is such as is borne in mind (as something to be accom- 
plished by means of the sacrifice) ; and hence, in the case in question, if the 
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Sovereignty of Heaven be taken as the Instrument for the accomplish- 
ment of the sacrifice, then it would be a mere accessory detail of the 
sacrifice itself (and as such could not be something to be accomplished). 

As for the Sacrifice also, it can be taken as an Instrument, only for 
the accomplishment of the Result, and not for that of the Material ; 
because if the Sacrifice were taken as the means of purifying or preparing 
the material, this would not be compatible with the Instrumental case- 
ending (in ‘ Vajapéyéna’) (because that which is spoken of as some- 
thing to be purified, has always the Accusative ending). Nor do we find 
any use for the particular material thus purified by the sacrifice; and as 
such we cannot very well accept this interpretation. 

In the same manner, it can be shown that the Sacrifice and the Result 
cannot be taken us the instrument for the accomplishment of the material. 

Nor can both the Sacrifice and the Material be taken as Instruments 
in the accomplishment of the Result; becavse all that is necossary having 
been accomplished by only one of them, there could be no Injunction of 
the other (which would be comparatively useless). This we shall explain 
in detail later on (in Adhyady& II) where the Bhashya declares—‘In a 
case where the transcendental result is accomplished by one sacrifice, any- 
thing else must be taken as having its use only in the help that it accords 
to the former sacrifice.’ 

Nor can we admit of the Sacrifice, as specified by the particular material, 
to be the object enjoined by the sentence in question; because that would 
necessitate our having recourse to Possessive Indication. 

Thus then, the only construction that would apply to the sentence in 
question (if the ‘ Vajapeya’ be taken as laying down the material) would 
be this: “ one should accomplish the Result by means of the sacrifice, and 
the Sacrifice by means of the Material vajapdya.” Thus then, with refer- 
ence to the Result, the sacrifice would be comprehended as—(a) the Instru- 
ment, (b) the Object of Injunction and (c) the Secondary Element (being only 
the means to an end); and at the same time, with reference to the Material 
the same sacrifice would be recognised as having the contrary characters 
of —(w) the object in contemplation (sought to be accomplished, (b) the object 
described (in contradistinction to that enjoined), and (c) the Primary factor 
(being the result songht to be accomplished), And as such there can be no 
Simultaneous Relationship (which thus necessitates the attribution of the 
aforesnid two sets of contradictory characters). Because if we admit of 
the one set of characters mentioned above, the other set (being its con- 
tralictory) cannot be accepted; while if both be accepted, a syntactical 
split would be the inevitable result. Because wherever we have to attri- 
bute to the sacrifice, the characters of the object in contemplation, as well 
as those of the Instrument, &c., it always becomes necessary to assume two 
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distinct sentences (as one and the same sentence cannot express two con- 
tradictory properties). 

The Objector is made to urge (in the Bhashya): “ But in the present 
“ case also, we actually find two separate sentences—(1) ‘ one desiring the sover- 
“eignty of Heaven should perform the sacrifice,’ and (2) ‘one should perform 
“ the sacrifice with the Vajapéya material.’” And all that is done in this is 
to put forth more explicitly the aforesaid Simultaneous Relationship of the 
Sacrifice. 

The reply given in the Bhdshya is: We find in the sentence only four 
words (‘ Vajapéyéna svarajya-kamo yajéta’) [and not five, as shown in the 
construction] ; and the sense of this is that, inasmuch as the relation that 
the sacrifice bears to the two (the Material and the Result) is not equal, 
there can be no such Simultaneous Relationship. 

The idea, however, by which the Objector has been led away is that the 
form of the word ‘ yajéta’ is the same in the two sentences, and as such 
there can be no harm in taking it in common with the two sentences. And 
this is what the Bhashya denies, on the ground that in the interpretation 
of a word, its denotation is the more significant factor; and as such the 
difference in the denotations of the word ‘ yajéta,’ as it appears in the two 
sentences, cannot but make us take the word itself to be different in the 
two sentences (as in one it denotes the object in contemplation, while in 
the other it denotes the object enjoined). 

The Objector is made to retort (in the Bhdshya): “It has been said 
that in case the word ‘ Vajapéya’ be taken as laying down the material for the 
sacrifice, the sacrifice becomes an object described; but by what would it be 
described, Ye., 5c.” What is meant by all this is that there is no real differ- 
ence (between the word ‘yajéta’ as used in one sentence and as used in the 
other). 

But, even in the case of an Injunction of the material, it is only a 
verb that can be taken as having the Injunctive character; and hence, 
the word ‘ Vājapēya’ not being a verb, it cannot be accepted to be Injunc- 
tive (of the material). 

Says the Bhashya: If we admit of an Injunction in both cases, &c. And 
the sense of this is that, if the sacrifice be held to be enjoined with reference 
to the Result and the Material, then,—even if we do not take into account. 
the fact of the sacrifice having a secondary character,—the mere fact of 
the verb having only a secondary character would make each of the two 
sentences complete in itself (independently of the other); and as such 
there would be no connection between the two sentences, [and hence the 
Vajapéya could not be recognised as the material to be employed in that 
sacrifice which is performed with the purpose of obtaining the sovereignty 
of Heaven]. 
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It may be urged that, the Vajapéya would be recognised as the materia] 
to be employed in the particular sacrifice, by the fact of the two sentences 
occurring in the same Context, just as in the case of the sentence, ‘ Vrihi- 
bhiryajéta’; though there is nothing in the sentence itself to show that the 
Vrihi is the material to be employed in the Darga-Purnamdasa, yet the fact 
of the sentence occurring in the context of that sacrifice distinctly points 
to the Vrihi as a material to be employed in it. 

But this cannot be ; because the sentence in question is taken to be an 
injunction of the sacrifice only (while in the case of the sentence‘ Vrihibhir- 
yajēta, the Context leads us to a definite conclusion, because in this, there 
is a transcendental] result in question ; while there is no such result in the 
case of the Injunction of the Sacrifice as the means of accomplishing the 
Material ; and as such the Context cannot be of any help in the matter). 

Thus then, we find that if the method of Simultaneous Relationship is 
accepted, then it is only independently of each other that the Material and 
the Result are found to be related to the Sacrifice; specially as if the 
Sacrifice be taken as related to the one as qualified by the other, a Syntac- 
tical split is the inevitable result. 

And hence before the full context of all that is connected with the 
particular Result, in the shape of the sovereignty of Heaven, has been 
comploted,—if the word ‘ Vajapéyéna’ be taken as laying down a material, 
such a material being connected with sacrifices in general, it would come 
to be recognised as related, either to all sacrifices, or to the Sacrifices bring- 
ing about certain transcendental results. The case of the sentence, ‘ Vri- 
hibhiryajéta,’ is different; because in that case, the context has been fully 
completed by means of the sentences dealing with the Darca-Purnamasa 
Sacrifices; and then, if the material Vrihi is laid down, it is at once recog- 
nised as belonging to the Darga-Pirnamdsa. And this not being the case 
with the sentence under consideration, there can be no similarity between 
the two cases. 

Thus then, we conclude that the word ‘Vajapéya’ being found to be 
distinctly co-extensive with the Sacrifice performed by persons desiring the 
sovereignty of Heaven, we cannot neglect this co-extensiveness ; and as such, 
the word cannot but be the name of the particular sacrifice. 


Pee ee ee ee Ne ee 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Agnéya’ and the like not 
being the names of Sacrifices. | 


Sutra (9). If they were not laid down by another sentence, 
the Sacrifice as well as its Accessories would be enjoined by the 
word; because of their being mixed up in the Injunctive word. 


The character and the function of Names having been explained, we 
proceed to consider certain exceptions to them. 

It may be asked why the case of the Darvi-Homu alsois not taken up 
for consideration on the presont occasion. But the fact is that this Homa 
has also been dealt}with under Sutra I—~iv—4. And, as‘almatter of fact, on 
the present occasion we are treating only of the words treating of the 
objects of Injunction, whereas in the 8th Adhyāya we shall treat of the 
words contained in Arthavada passages, such for instance as—-‘ If one should 
perform only one sacrifice, he should perform the‘ Darvi-Homa.’ Or, it may 
be that when the fact of the word ‘ Darvi-Homa’ being thenameof a sacri- 
fice has been established, it is only its peculiarities that are considered in 
the 8th Adhyaya; while on the present occasion we consider only the 
general characteristics of names. And as for the question of the word 
‘ Darvi-Homa’ laying down an Accessory Material, it has been brought 
in under the 8th Adhy&ya, only by way of an objection to the theory pro- 
pounded there, introduced only in the course of the discussion; because the 
main object of the 8th Adhydya is the consideration of Apiirva, ; 

Now thon, which aro the passages laying down the action of which the 
word ‘Agnéya’ (as contained in the sentence ‘ dgnéyashtakapdls bhavati ’) 
could be the name P 

The answer to this constitutes the 


PURVAPAKSBHA. 


“ The Sentence ’ ashtakapdlé bhavatt’ expresses a Bhdvand, with a cer- 
“ tain order of sequence, pointed out by the material only; and for the sake 
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“of such Bhdvands, in the same order as themselves, we find certain Mantras 
“the couplets of the Yajya and the Anuvadkyd, &c.—dedicated to such 
“ deities as Agni and the rest; and these Mantras, coming to be employed 
“in the order of the Bhavands, distinctly point, through their own expres- 
“ sive Power, to the Deities belonging to each of these Bhdvands; as other- 
“ wise, these Mantras could not be of any use in the sacrifices ; as the only 
“ useful purpose that the Mantras can serve in a sacrifice, is the pointing 
“out either of the process of the Action, or of such accessories connected 
“with it, as the Deity or the Material; and in the case in question 
“we find that the Mantras do not point out any Action or Material; 
“and if the Agni, &c., that are mentioned in them do not be recognised 
“as having any connection with the Sacrifices, the Mantras themselves 
“could not be accepted as having anything to do with the Sacrifices ; 
“therefore on account of the fact of the Mantras forming parts of the 
“ Sacrifice being well recognised, we cannot but concludo that Agni and 
“the rest, that are pointed out by the Mantras, must have some connection 
“ with the sacrifices ; and inasmuch as these form the chief objects pointed 
“out by the Mantras, Agni and the rest come to be recognised as Deities; 
‘‘and ason this score the sacrifices do not differ from the Mantras, the same 
“ Deities come to be known as the Deities of the sacrifices. And again, the 
“ Purodaga or Cake spoken of as ‘ Ashtdkapdla’ is of the nature of a Havi 
“ (material to be offered to a Deity); and as such by its very nature it 
“ appears to be something to be employed in the sacrifice; and as such by 
“its very character of an ‘offering’ it stands in need of the mention 
“of the Deity to whom it would be offered ; and this want is supplied by 
“the Mantras. Thus then we find that the sacrifices having their materials 
“ and Deities distinctly laid down in the sentence ‘Ashtakapalo bhavati,’ the 
. “word ‘ Aynéy&’ must be taken as the name of those sacrifices, on account 
“of the reasons shown under Sutra I—iv—4. 

“Or, the asht@kapala’ having the character of an offering (because the 
“ word signifies the cakes as purified in the eight vessels, and that which 
“is purified cannot but be meant as an offering to the gods),-- we have an 
“ Injunction for cutting them into two pieces, and then there is another 
“ Injunction for spreading them and pouring them out, with a view to 
“ purifying them, which process finally makes the cakes divided into four 
“ pieces each; and then we have the Injunction ‘offers the quartered 
“ cake,’ which points to the fact of the Homa also being four in number ; 
“and thus the four Deities Agni, &c., also, as pointed out by the mantras, 
“ coming to be recognised as the Deities of the Homas, the word ‘ Agnéya’ 
“cannot but be taken as a Name. This explanation saves us from the 


‘anomaly of accepting an Injunction of many objects (which is inevitable 
“ when the word is not taken as a Name).” 
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SIDDHANTA., 


To all this we make the following reply: When the sacrifices are not 
laid down by any other word, then these sacrifices as woll as their acces- 
sories must be taken as enjoined by the word in question, because they 
are not separate from it. 

The sacrifico cannot be taken as enjoined, by the mere mention of a 
certain relationship between a certain Material, a Deity and the prepara- 
tion of these (as shown in the Pérvapaksha). Why? Because the Material 
(Cake) by itself cannot have anything to do with the Mantras (the Yajya, 
&c.) (because it is only after the material has beon recognised as one to be 
offered at a sacrifice that there arisos a desire to learn with what Mantra 
the offering is to be made). Nor do we recognise the Material as having 
any connection with the words denoting something elso (for instance, the 
words of the Mantras pointing out particular Deities). That is to say, 
the mere declaration ‘ ashtākapālo bhavuti’ does not lay down any action 
of the human agent, during the performance of which the Mantras could 
be required as reminding the agent of certain details of the action. Nor 
is the mere being of the cuke an action to be performed by the human agent, 
because each action has a definite agent (and the agent of this being is the 
Cake itself). And as the Material already cxists, there can be no making 
of it by the agont, and as such even this caunot be takon as standing in 
need of the Mantra which would remind the Agent of it. As for the 
Mantras thomselves—‘ ugnirmirdha, &e.’—they do not express either the 
Material orits action; and as such, even through this there could not be 
any relationship between the Mantras, and the Material; specially as the 
Material has no connection with the words of the Mantra, that denote 
Agni and the rest. 

And again, the Oake could not be recognised as having the character 
cither of the Sacrifice or of an offering (Havi); and as such it could not 
stand in need of the mention of a Deity to whom it would be offered; 
and hence too, the Muntras could not have any connection with the Material 
(cake). That is to say, if the Sucrifice were recognised first of all, then 
alone could there be a desire to know the Deity to whom the sacrifice 
would be offered; and then alone could the Mantras, pointing out the 
Deities, have any connection with the Material; as a matter of fact, 
however, no Sacrifice is denoted by the word ‘ bhavati’ in the sentence 
‘ashtakapalo bhavatt.’ And until its connection with the Sacrifice has 
been fully comprehended, the Cake cannot berecognised to have the charac- 
ter of an offering or Havi; because the word ‘Havi’ isa relative term, 
(depending for its full connotation upon an idea of that to which the offer- 
ing is to be made), and it is not an absolute term, denoting the natural 
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form of any object by itself. Because we find that the same material, 
Milk, &c., which, when offered at sacrifices, is called by the name of ‘ Havi’ 
(offering), is not so called, when not in connection with a sacrifice. 

The same arguments apply to the theory of the word ‘ dgnéya’ being 
aname, based upon the mention of the offering of the quartered ‘ Cake ’ 
(see above). 

In the case of such words as ‘aghdra’ and the like, the ‘ aghdrana’ 
(or pouring out) is an action; and as such by itself it stands in need of a 
Mantra; and this Mantra, thus pointed out, and having its use laid down 
by a distinct direction in the Veda, it is only right that we should accept 
it as pointing out a Deity. 

And again, there are only three ways of pointing out the Deity of a 
sacrifice :—viz: (1) by means of a nominal affix, (2) by means of the Dative 
case-ending ; and (3) by means of certain expressive words in the Mantra ; 
and among these the one that follows is always weaker in authority than 
that which precedes it. And in the case in question, when we find the 
Deity being distinctly pointed out by the nominal afix in the word 
‘ aqnéya’ (which is the most authoritative way of mentioning the Deity), 
why should we have recourse to the least authoritative method, holding 
the Deity to be pointed out by the words in the Mantras (the Yajya, &c.) ? 
specially as it is only an Apparent Inconsistency that can justify our hav- 
ing recourse to this method of arriving at the Deity; but when we find the 
Deity actually pointed out by the nominal affix, and there is no inconsis- 
tency, any recourse to it is most unjustifiable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the relationship between the Material 
(Cake) and the Deity (Agni) is pointed out by the word ‘ dgnaya,’ and the 
sacrifice comes to be enjoined by means of the word ‘ bhavatz,’ as aided by 
this word and certain Arthavadda passages (eulogising the offering of the 
cake as prepared in the eight vessels) ; and then it is that, there being a 
further desire to learn the details of the sacrifice, the Veda lays down the 
Mantras (the Yäjyā, &c.) in a certain order of sequence. And thus we 
find that we cannot but accept the Injunction to lay down many things 
(the Deity, the Sacrifice, the Mantra, &c.). 

The word ‘ Vidhainarthé’ in the Sūtra has been explained in the Bhā- 
shya as in the word with the nominal affiz; and the sense of this is that the 
word with the nominal affix is capable of serving the purposes of an Injunc- 
tion. 

All the following factors appear mixed up in (not separate form) 
this word ‘agnéya’: (1) the Deity is mentioned by the original basic noun 
‘Agni;’ (2) the material offered to that Deity is expressed by the nomi- 
nal affix ‘dhak;’ (3) the relationship of the Material and the Deity also is 
pointed out by the implication of the same affix; (4) the word ‘ashtdkapdlu ’ 
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being in the same form, and hence co-extensive with the word ‘āgnēya, it 
comes to be recognised, together with all its attendant qualifications (that 
is, the Cakes as prepared in the eight vessels), as qualifying, and thus in- 
cluded in, the denotation of the word ‘dgnéya,’ (5) the fact of the Material 
being dgnéya (belonging to Agni) cannot be accomplished, unless it is 
made so by a human agent (offering it to Agni); and hence the word 
‘ dgnéya ’ indicates the Bhavana (action of the agent) also; and (6) lastly 
there could be no such Bhaivand—i.e., the material could not be made 
agnéya—without the performance of a Sacrifice; and hence the word 
‘ āgnēyā’' must be taken as indicating also a particular Action of the Agent 
in the shape of the sacrifice. 

Thus then, the chief Injunction being contained in the word with 
the Nominal affix, and all other attendant accessories also being indicated 
by it, there is no occasion for any syntactical split. 

And as an Injunction of the Accusative Noun (y@yam) as denoted by 
the verbal root (‘yajéia’) is always preceded by an Injunction of the 
Bhévand, even though the Bhivand may not be directly mentioned, yet it 
is always accepted to be enjoined, as qualified by the ‘sacrifice ;* and all 
the other qualifications are indicated by Apparent Inconsistency (of the 
Injunction of the qualified Bhavana, which could not be possible without 
an injunction of the qualifications). Itis this Bhavana that is meant by 
the word ‘ Sambandha’ in the Bha&shya (in the sentence—sambandho hi 
vidhiyamano na gakyaté sambandhindvamdhdya vihita iti vaktum); because 
it is this Bhavana that contains within itself all the factors of the rela- 
tionship in question ; specially as it is not possible for any mere relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity to be enjoined; because this relation- 
ship does not contain within itself any element of Action. 

The word ‘avibhagdt’ means—‘ inasmuch as the word implies all the 
factors (enumerated above)’; and the qualifying sentence ‘if they are not 
laid down by any other word’ points to the fact of Apparent Inconsistency 
being the only ground of accepting the Injunction of the various factors of 
the relationship. 


ON Nn” Ca NG alae lg alate 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Varhih’ and the like being ex- 
pressive of a genus.) 


Sutra (10). The words ‘ Varhih’ and ‘ Ajya’ being found to 
be applied even to such articles (grass and butter) as have not un- 
dergone any purificatory process, they cannot be taken to be ex- 
pressive of such purified materials only. 


In connection with Names, we proceed to consider, in the next three 
Adhikaranas, the significations of the names of Materials. 

Though the Sūtra mentions only the two words ‘ Varhih’ and ‘ Ajya,’ 
yet the Bhashya adds the word ‘ Purodaga’ also; because the case of all 
these words is exactly similar. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ According to the Sūtra I—i1i—9, it is clear that these words aro used, 
“ by sacrificers, with reference to the purified materials only ; and as there is 
“ nothing incongruous in accepting the same fact in all cases, we conclude 
“that the words in question have their significations based upon the puri- 
“fication of the materials. Specially, as a matter of fact, we find that in 
“ ordinary parlance, people do not make use of such words as ‘ purodaga ’ 
“and the like ; and hence just as the word ‘ yiipa’ is applied only to a post 
“that has undergone a certain process of preparation and purification, so 
“ the words in question also express only such materials as have been pre- 
“ pared and purified in a particular manner. ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But it is not so ; because when a word is found, even in one place, to 
be expressive of the Olass, there being no reason for rejecting this denota- 
tion, we cannot assume any other signification of it (in the shape of puri- 
fied materials, &o). 

That is to say, it is a well-recognised fact that the words in the Veda 
are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; and their significations too are 
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the same in both ; and hence the Veda being dependent upon the meanings 
of words as known among ordinary people, when a certain word has once 
been found to be denotative of the Olass, there can be no ground for as- 
suming any other expressive potency in the word. And further, as the 
Class ‘ Varhi’ (grass) is present in the purified grass also, we can have no 
reason for denying the fact of the Olass being denoted by the word, even 
when it occurs in the Veda. 

And further, even before the grass has undergone the process of cut- 
ting, &c., the Veda lays down the Injunction of such cutting (such as ‘the 
grass should be cut °); and in this it is clear that the word ‘ grass’ is used 
in the ordinary sense of the Olass (because there could be no cutting of 
that which has already been cut). 

Thus we find that the word ‘grass’ is nover used apart from the 
class, while it is found to be used (in ordinary parlance) apart from any 
idea of the special processes of purification, &c.; because no purifications 
are laid down in connection with ordinary parlance, no words in ordinary 
parlance could be accepted as expressing any purified material. 

Nor can the case of the word ‘ grass’ be said to be similar to that of 
the word ‘yitpa’; because the denotation of the former is otherwise ex- 
plicable; and in the case of the latter, we accept it to be expressive of 
the prepare? post, because the word is not known to express anything in ordi- 
nary parlance. 

That is to say, at the time that we come across tho Injunction of 
the cutting of the wood for the post, or of the fastening of the animal to 
the post,—if we had any idea of any meaning of the word ‘ post,’ as known 
in ordinary parlance, then we could nevor have any necessity of subvert- 
ing the natural order of words—in the Injunction ‘the post should be 
cut’—and construing it as-—‘ that which is cut is the post’ (in which case 
the post which is the subject in the original sentence is made the predicate, 
and vice versa). The case of the words ‘grass,’ &c., however, is different 
(their signification being fully recognised in ordinary parlance). 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 


[Treating of the fact of the word ‘ prokshani’ being tuken in its literal 
signification. | 


Sutra (11): Inthe case of such words as ‘prokshani’ and the 
like, there is a distinct compatibility of the literal meaning. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The conventional meaning of a word being based upon the direct 
“ mention of the word, it cannot but. be accepted as more authoritative 
“ than the literal meaning which is based upon the signification of its 
“individual component parts, whose fuuctioning is like that of Syntax 
“(which is always weaker in its authority than Direct Assertion), That 
“is to say, in the case of the conventional meanings of words, people 
“cognise these directly by means of the letters of the word (as pronoun- 
“ ced); whereas in the case of the literal meaning, it cannot but be more 
“or less indirect, inasmuch as it rests in the signification of the individual 
“ component parts of the word.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


All this may be quite true; but we must admit the component 
parts themselves to have individual expressive potencies of their own; as 
otherwise there could be no literal meaning of the word. And hence it 
is only where there is uo literal meaning (compatible with the sentence) 
that a certain signification being found to have been assigned to the word 
hy convention,—we are obliged to accept this latter meaning ; there being 
no other way (of making the word compatible with the sentence in which 
it occurs). l 

That is to say, it is only when the conventional meaning has been 
fully established that it sets aside the literal meaning; and, as a matter of 
fact, it is accepted to be fully established, only by some other means of 
knowledge, when the word is found to be used in a sense totally different from 
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the previously recognised literal one; as for instance, when the word 
‘agvakarna’ is used as the name of a tree, which has no connection with 
horse’s ear. In this case, the word is found to be used in a sentence where 
it cannot have the meaning that is expressed by it literally ; and hence from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of its such usage, we are obliged to assume 
(conventionally) another expressive potency for it. And thus it is only 
in such cases as that of the word ‘acvakarga,’ that, though both significa- 
tions are possible, yet there being no recognition of the literal meaning, 
the significations of the component parts of the word come to be set aside, 
and the comprehension of the mere Verbal form of the word brings about 
the comprehension of the conventional meaning (of the word as a whole), 
which thus, in this case, becomes more authoritative than the literal mean- 
ing. 

In the case of the word ‘ prokshanit’ however, the word is made up of 
—pra (= excellently) + ste (=to besprinkle or wash) + lyut (= Instru- 
mental), the literal moaning of the word thus being ‘that by which washing 
as excellently done ;’ and certainly this is quite as applicable to water (which 
is held to be the conventional meaning of the word as a whole), as any 
explanatory sentence; and thus there being no ground (in the shape of any 
Apparent Inconsistency for assuming any other conventional expressive 
potency of the word) it can have no conventional signification. 

For instance, in the case of the word ‘ Aguvakarna’ itself, if somehow 
or other, the ‘ears of a horse’ were found to exist in the particular tree 
denoted by the word, no one would ever assume an invisible conventional 
potency for the word as a whole. 

Thus then we conclude that the word ‘prokshan?’ cannot have ita 
signification conventionally restricted to the water alone; and as such it 
must be taken as denoting all liquids in general. 


[Says the Bhashya—The use of this Adhikarana lies in the fact that 
Butter also becomes a‘ washing material’; and if the word be taken as referring 
to a purified material, then the direction would be in the form ‘ prokshanirasa- 
daya.’| And it is to this form of the direction that an objection is raised : 
‘Even though the word may refer to a purified material, yet, from the 
“ particular gender, &c., of the word ‘ prokshanih’ it is clear that it refers 
“to the water (@pah); and hence the presence of the feminine sign ‘7’ 
“ would set aside the possibility of Butter being brought in.” 

The reply to this is that—if prior to the addition of the feminine sign 
‘a,’ the word had been recognised to be significant of the purified material, 
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then (in accordance with the conventional meaning of the word), the femi- 
nine affix ‘žē’ would come to be recognised as being due to the particular 
gender of the substratum (of the property signified by the word); and as 
such all substances of any other gender (such as ‘ ghrta’ and the like) 
would come to be set aside; and the use too of the word in the direction 
in question being unique, even at the time of the purification of the 
materials, the word would remain in the same position — with a feminine 
ending; and as such its use being exactly like that of the word ‘ Vadi,’ 
the word could not be recognised to be denotative of any other thing; 
and in that case the feminine ending ‘7’ would be quite significant. When, 
however, the word is held to have a literal meaning, even before the addi- 
tion of the feminine ending, the literal meaning of the word is recognised 
to be the same (washing material) ; and hence when the particular washing 
material meant is the Butter, the feminine onding is not added, the noun 
by itself is simply used (the direction being simply ‘ prokshanamasddaya’). 
And though in a case when Injunctions refer to the verbal form of a 
word, no changes in it are allowable, yet there can be no such restriction of 
words in the case in question; because the diroction refers to materials, 
and not to their names; and hence it is by no means possible that the word 
‘prokshani,’ (in the said direction) being incapable of being changed into 
‘prokshana,’ the word to be used must be ‘ ghria’ only, as in the case of 
the words that have their significations conventionally fixed to the class 
(of objects). 


ADHIKARANA' (9). 


[ Treating of the fact of the word ‘Nirmanthya’ being taken in its literal 
sense. | 


Sutra (12): So also in the case of the word ‘ nirmanthya,’ 


In the case of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ (=the fire produced by fric- 
tion) also, we can (as before) raise questions as to its signifying the 
class or a purified fire, and then we should set aside these names and 
finally prove that it must be taken in its literal signification. 

[The Bhashya says that in the sentence ‘ nirmanthyéna ishtakah pacants’ 
the word ‘nirmanthya’ means the ‘fire that is produced by friction on the 
very spot ;’ and it is against this that we have the following] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘ Nirmanthya’ signifying only ‘the fire produced by fric- 
“ tion,’ and as such having its sole purpose in the setting aside of the em- 
“ ploying of such fires as are produced, either from electric sparks or by 
“ striking, or from the solar gem, &c.,—why should it be taken to mean the 
“fire produced on the spot? In ordinary parlance—as for instance in the 
“ case of the sentence ‘ Navaniténa bhunkté’ cited in the Bhashya—the signi- 
“fication of words being based upon the purposes that they serve, even 
“though tho word ‘ Ndvaniténa ’ itself does not necessarily denote the fact 
“ of the fresh-boiled butter being meant, yet by the fact of the word ‘ ghrta’ 
“alone being genorally used in the sense of the ordinary butter, the 
“special use of the word ‘ Navaniiéna’ may be taken as indicating the 
“ freshly-botled butter; because all butter being boiled out of cream (ndvani- 
“ tēna), the repetition of the word ‘ navaniténa’ can be taken to signify 
“the fact of the freshly-boiled butter being meant to be eaten. The case 
“ ofthe word ‘ Nirmanthya,’ however, is different. Because in this case 
“the only authority is that of the words of the Veda (in this case, the 
“ word ‘ Nirmanthya’ itself); and this word having its sole use in the 


422 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA IV—-ADHI (9). 


“ setting aside of the fire produced by other processes, it cannot indicate 
“ anything as to whether the fire produced by friction meant here should 
“be one produced on the spot, or at any time; and as such how can it be 
“ taken to signify the fire produced by friction on the spot? For certainly, 
“ this immediateness does not form part of the literal signification of the 
“ word, which rests only in the fact of the fire being produced by the 
“ particular process of friction. Therefore the declaration of the Bhashya 
“is not right.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But the above arguments do not affect our position; because the 
presence of the Fire itself being indicated by the word ‘päka’ (cooking) 
itself, the addition of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ must be taken as with the 
sole view to lay down the particular qualification of the Fire that is 
meant; and this qualification (of being produced by friction) forming part 
of the aforesaid cooking could not but be brought about at the very place 
where the cooking is to be done. 

That is to say, in the sentence—‘ the red-turbaned priests move about’ 
—the presence of the priests themselves having been pointed out by other 
texts, the sentence is taken only as laying down the fact of their having 
red turbans; exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, the 
action of producing the fire by friction must be taken as a qualification 
(of the Fire) laid down as part of the cooking ; and it is a well-known 
fact, which will be explained later on, that the subsidiary actions should 
be performed, at the same place and time, and by the same person, as 
the Primary Action; and hence the cooking spoken of in the sentence in 
question could not but be done by the Fire produced by friction, at the 
time of the Cooking, in the same place, and by the same person (that 
does the cooking); and this is all that is meant by the Bhāshya passage to 
which exception has been taken (in the Parvapaksha), 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Treating of the fact of words like ‘ Vaigvadéva’ being names of sacri- 


ices. | 


Sutra (13): “In the case of the word ‘ Vaicvadeva’ there 
is an option.” 


The case of the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ in the sentence ‘ Vaiçvadēvēna 
yajéta,’ does not come in any of the foregoing Adhikaranas; for (1) the 
Accessory-Deity in this case being mentioned by means of the nominal 
affix, the acceptance of such an Injunction does not necessitate the assump- 
tion of a possessive indication; (2) nor are there many objects of the 
Injunction, and as such there can be no syntactical split; (3) nor is there 
any other Injunction of the Deities of the whole Caturmasya sacrifice; (4) 
nor is the nominal affix inexplicit in this case, as is the compound in the 
word ‘ Agnihotra;’ specially as in all cases, the Deity is laid down by 
means of such nominal affixes; (5) nor does the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ point 
to any particular sacrifice, like the word ‘ Cyéna’ (pointing to the Cyéna 
sacrifice) ; (6) there being no mention of any result, in this case, there 
could be no diversity in the form of the root ‘ yajt,’ as has been found 
in the case of the word ‘ V@japéya.’ And thus the present case not be- 
ing included in any of those treated of above, we take up its considera- 
tion now. 

Nor can this enquiry be said to have been interrupted by the con- 
sideration of the meaning of the words ‘ Varhi,’ &c.; because in all these 
cases, it is only the names (of sacrifices and materials ) that form the objects 
of enqniry. Or, it may be that in the case of such words as ‘ Nirmanthya’ 
and the like, it has been found that the names that have literal meanings 
signify something not got at before; and as such are found to serve the 
purpose of Injunctions ; and the question very naturally follows—whether 
or not the same may be said of the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ also. 

The Pirvapaksha says ‘there is an option;’ but this is only an ex- 
planation of what follows if the word is taken'as laying down an Accessory 
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(i.e, in that case, inasmuch as there are other Deities laid down by other 
passages, there would be an option among the Deities to whom the sacri- 
fice in question could be offered). 

In connection with the word, the following question is raised: ‘ If it 
is the Injunction of an Accessory, then the sacrifice itself cannot be enjoined ; 
nor could the word refer to the sacrifice enjoined by a sentence, far re- 
moved from it; and hence the word cannot be taken as laying down a 
Deity for the Agnéya sacrifice, which forms the subject-matter of the parti- 
cular context; because any such Injunction of a new Deity is barred by 
the fact of the Deity of these sacrifices having been laid down in their 
own original Injunctions.’ 

And on this we have the following 


PORVAPAKSHA. 


“There could be an option in making the offering to the Vigvédévas, 
“or to the Deity pointed out in the original Injunction. And neither the 
“ Sūtra nor the Bhashya has yet shown that that which is mentioned in 
“the original Injunction is more authoritative than anything laid down 
“ subsequently; and hence there is nothing to prevent us from accepting 
“all the Deities as equally authoritatively mentioned. 

“ And further, no useful purpose could be served by making the word 
“í Vaievadéva’ refer (as a name) to all the sacrifices (that constitute the 
“ Caturmasya sacrifice). Nor are the Vaigvédévas known (prior to the sen- 
“ tence in question) to belong either to one of these sacrifices or to all of 
“them taken collectively (and as sach the word could not be taken as 
“ referring to these sacrifices). 

“That is to say, if the word did not lay down the Accessory-Deity, 
“the whole of the sentence in question would be useless. Because the 
“ sacrifices ın question, either singly or collectively, are not known to be 
“related to the Vievédévas; and they could not be spoken of by the 
‘name ‘ Vaigvadéva ;’ nor does the verbal root ‘yaji’ (in the sentence 
“$ Vaiguadévéna yajéta’) signify the Amikshd sacrifice only (which has been 
“ distinctly pointed out as belonging to the Vigvédévas); nor again is the 
“word ‘ Vaipvadéva’ held (even by the Siddhanti) to apply to the Amiksha 
‘sacrifice only; hence we must take the word as laying down the 
“ Acccessory-Deity for the seven sacrifices (which, with the Amikshd, form 
“ the eight sacrifices of the Caturmasya). 

“ Against this the following might be urged: ‘In that case, the same 
“word Vaigvadéva would be an Injunction with reference to the seven 
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“sacrifices, and a mere Description, with reference to the Amiksha; and 
“ this would involve a self-contradiction.’ 

“ But it is not so; because although all the eight sacrifices form the 
“ subject-matter of the context, yet the function of an Injunction can rest 
“only in that whereto that which is enjoined is not already known to be- 
“long; and hence there could be no self-contradiction in the matter.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14). But it is not so; because of the Context, and be- 
cause of there being a direct Injunction; specially as the Context 
does not apply to the material. 


To the above Parvapaksha, we make the following reply: The word 
cannot be an Injunction of the Accessory-Deity for the sacrifices in ques- 
tion; because their Deity having been already mentioned, there is no 
room for any other Deity; nor can there be an option in the matter, 
because the authoritative character of the two Injunctions is unequal. 

Agni, &c., have been laid down, by means of the Direct Denotation 
(Cruti) of the nominal affix (in the word ‘ agnéya,’ &o.), as the Deities for 
the Ashtākapāla, &c.; while the fact of the Vaigvédévas being their Deity 
is held to be pointed out by the syntactical order (of the sentence ‘ Vaigua- 
dévéna yajétu’) [and certainly Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
any indications of the syntax]. It may be urged that in the former case 
also that which signifies the fact of Agni being the Deity of the Ashtaka- 
pala is also a sentence (the syntactical connection between the words 
‘agnéya’ and ‘ashtakapala’). But it is not so, because the relationship 
of the material ( Ashtakapa@la) with the Deity (Agni) having been establish- 
ed by the nominal affix (in ‘dgnéya’), all that the sentence does is to point 
out the fact of ‘agnéya’ qualifying the ‘ ashtakapala.’ 

It might be urged that the samo may be said to be the case with the 
word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ also (as this also establishes the relationship of the 
material with tho Vigvédévas). But that is not possible; because in this 
case the process would be a highly complicated and round-about one; as 
we shall have to assume the (word to signify) the relationship (of the 
Deity Vigvédévas) with a material that will have to be taken as indirectly 
indicated by the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word ‘ yajéta’; for certainly 
the word ‘ Vaigvadévéna’ is not found to be expressive of any material, 
either that which belongs tothe sacrifices treated of, or any other; all 
then that we can say is that the co-extensiveness of the word ‘ Vaigva- 
dévéna’ with the denotation of the word ‘ yajéta’ points to the construction 
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that ‘by means of the Vazgvadéva sacrifice, &., &c.? ; and that as 
there could be no sacrifice without a material, the only material that could 
be made to reach the Vigvédévas (by means of this sentence alone) would 
be that which is indicated by tho (apparent inconsistency of the sacrifice. 
But the sentence only pointing to the relationship of the sacrifice with 
the Deity, this relationship of the material could only be assumed by 
means of the exigencies of the Context; and such an assumption could 
be only in this form: ‘ when offering the Aynéya sacrifice, one should offer 
it as the Vaigvadéva sacrifice (t.e., saciifice of which the Vigvédévus are 
the Deities) and none other ? 

In the case of the Injunction of the Aynéya sacrifice, however, there 
is no need for having recourse to any indirect indication, or for calling in 
the help of the Context ; and this fact constitutes a great difference in the 
authoritative character of the two Injunctions. 

Says the su#éra—na hi prakaranandravyasyu (the Context does not apply 
to the material), This may mean—(1) either that when the sentence lays 
down the relationship of the material with Agni, there is no need for calliny 
in the help of the Context ; (2) or that the Context of the material has not 
been accepted by the sentence ‘ Vuigvadévenu, &e.’ (i.e it does not make 
any mention of the material). 

The Bhashya explains this sentence (ua hi prakaranandravyasya) as that 
the Conteat cannot set aside the thing that is directly laid down ; and in this 
the Bhashya evidently takes the word ‘dravya’ as thing (and not as the 
material for a sacrifice), the sense of the Bhashya being that such a thing 
as Agni, which has been ‘ directly laid down’ as the Deity, cannot be set aside by 
any considerations of the Context. Or, in the Bhashya sentence, the word 
‘ Crutasya ’ (directly laid down) may not bo taken as qualifying the word 
‘dravyasya,’—the sense of the Bhishya passage in that case being that, 
Agni, which has been ‘directly laid down’ as the Deity ‘in connection with 
the particular material,’ cannot be set aside by the Context. 

[Thus then, it has been shown that tho word cannot be taken as lay- 
ing down a Deity for the sacrifices that form the subject-matter dealt 
with]. Nor can the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word * yajétu’ in the sen- 
tence in question be taken, either as pointing out a Deity in reference to 
another sacrifice mentioned somewhere else (such as the Upaugu sacrifice 
for which no particular Deity has been laid down), or as laying down an 
altogether fresh sacrifice toyether with its particular Deity. 

As for the pointing out of the whole set of sacrifices (constituting the 
Caturmasya) by the word ‘ Vuigvadéva’ (taken as a name of all these 
taken collectively), this serves a distinct useful purpose (and is not 
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absolutely useless as urged by the Pirvapaksha) ; inasmuch as it serves to 
bring together the various sacrifices scattered here and there; and with- 
out the fact of all these sacrifices being pointed out collectively by the 
name ‘ Vaigvadéva’ there cauld be no such Injunctions as—‘ Vasanté 
Vargvadévéna, ’ ‘ pracinapravané Vaicvadévéna,’ and the like—which refer 
to all the eight materials laid down as being offered at the various sacri- 
fices of the Caturmasya, Therefore we conclude that although the Vigve- 
dévas are actually mentioned in connection with only one of these mate- 
rials (viz., the Amiksha), yet all the others could also be referred to by the 
word ‘< Vuigvudéva,’—exactly as in a group of ten or fifteen men, even 
though all of them may not have umbrellas, yet even if some of them 
happen to have it, it is said of them that ‘the people with umbrellas are 
going’; and hence the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ can very well be taken as the 
name of all the Caturmdsya sacrifices taken collectively. 


Sutra (15). There is no mutual relationship of significations. 


The word ‘ Vucgvadéva’ cannot be taken as laying down the Deity 
for the sacrifices of which the ‘ Vuigvadéva’ is one; because in that case 
the same word ‘ Vuigvadéva’ would be taken, once (in connection with 
the Amiksh@ sacrifice) as only pointing to a well-established fact, and at 
the same time as an [njunction (of the Deity, with reference to the other 
seven sacrifices) ; and certainly this is highly improper. 

Or, we may explain the Suérain the following manner: It has been 
urged in the Pūrvapaksha that, like the word ‘ Nirmanthya,’ the word 
‘ Vaigvadéva’ also, though a name, could also be taken as laying down the 
Deity; and in reply to this we assert that such mutual concomitance of the 
signification of the nameand the Injunction of an Accessory is not possible ; 
(i.e., the same word can not be takenas both); and as for the word ‘ Nir- 
manthya’ we take it only as laying down an Accessory (fire). 


Sutra (16). Because the Accessories have a secondary impor- 
tance (lit., are for the sake of others). 


This Sutra may be taken as a part of the previous Sutra, the two to- 
gother being explained in the following manner: Jf all the materials be 
offered together, there could not be thirty offerings in all; and this would con- 
stitute a sin (Sutra 15)—because the material offered is an accessory (Sütra 16) ; 
and as such the material being of secondary importance, a mere difference 
in these materials (as āmikshā, rājina and the other materials offered at 
the Oāturmāsya sacrifices) could not justify a repetition of the action of 
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offering; because (if the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ be taken as laying down a 
common Deity for all these sacrifices) the Deity of all the offerings being 
one and the same, it would certainly be a very much simpler process to 
make a single offering (of all the materials) ; and thus there being a pos- 
sibility of making a single offering of all the materials, no repetition of the 
action of offering can be allowable. Specially as all the sacrifices have 
the same Deity, there would be nothing incongruous in this joint offering 
of all the materials, And this would go directly against the Vedic declara- 
tion that ‘ thirty offerings are to be offered (at the Caturmdsya sacrifices), 
—the thirty offerings consisting (according to some), of the nine Praydjas, the 
the nine Anuydjas, the two Aghdras, the two Ajyabhagas, and the cight 
Principal offerings,—while some people leave off the two Aghdras, and count 
instead, the Svishtakyt and the Vajina offerings. In any case the eight 
Principal offerings are always found to be offered separately (and not con- 
jointly, as would be necessary if the word in question were taken as laying 
down the Deity). 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[Treating of the fact of the mention of the number ‘ eight, in connection 
with the Vaigvanara, being an Arthavada. | 


Sutra (17). “Those words that express something already 
known before, cannot serve the purposes of an Injunction. The 
aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in question.” 


The consideration of the question as to whether certain words aro 
names of sacrifices or Injunctions of Accessories having beon finished, 
we now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as 
Injunctions of Accessories. Or, it may be that, in the sentence in ques- 
tion—‘ vaigudnaram dvddagakupdlam nirvapét...... yadashtakapalo bhavati 
gayatryaivainam brahmavareaséna punāti’ —the ashtākapāla (the cake 
prepared in the eight cups) as included in the * dvadagakapala’ (the cake 
prepared in the twelve cups), is co-extensive with the Vaiçvānara; and as 
such the number ‘ eight’ having already been laid down by the mention of 
the number ‘twelve,’ the word ‘ Ashidkapala’ might be taken as a mere 
name; whereas on the ground of the ordinarily accepted signification of the 
word, and on account of the number not having been laid down elsewhere, 
it may be shown that the word lays down an Accessory; and hence what 
we propose to do in the present Adhikarana is to reject both these theories 
and show that the mention of the ‘ Ashtakapd@la’ is a mere Arthavada. 

Some people explain the Purvapaksha contained in the Sutra, in the 
following manner: “Those words whose meanings are already known can 
“ be utilised only by being taken as Injunctions ; while those whose meanings 
“are not known should be taken as names, as shown under the Sūtra 
“ [—iy--2; and hence the mention of the number ‘eight’ must be taken 
“as laying down an Accessory. [In this case the reading of the Sūtra 
“ would be ‘ pū vavanto vidhdndrthah,’ and not “ piirvavanto’ vidhanarthih.]” 

But this interpretation of the Purvupakshu is not correct; because 
the meie fact of the signification of a word being unknown cannot make it 
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a name; on the other hand, just as the fact of a word being altogether new 
and having its ordinary signification unknown proves that itcannot be 
taken as laying down the Accessory of a sacrifice,—exactly in the same 
manner, it is all the more impossible for it to be takou as the name of any 
Vedic sacrifice; and hence such a word cannot be taken as a name cither ; 
because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the ordinary 
signification of a word is well-known that it can be taken asa Name, on 
the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain sacrifice. 

Therefore we must accept the interpretation of the Sūtra, as given 
in the Bhashya; and in accordance with this, the Sūtra embodies the 
following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ When a word expresses a meaning that is already known, then it 
“is either a name or an Arthavaida; in the case in question however, as 
“ the word signifies something not known before (it cannot but be taken 
“as laying down an accessory, a particular number of the cakes); and as 
“such there would be an option as to the number, oxactly as there was 
“in the case of the word ‘ Vaigvadéva.’ 

“ That is to say, if the number ‘ eight’ be somchow or other, already 
“known to belong to the cakes employed at the Vaigudnara sacrifice, then, 
“in accordance with this well-known fact, the word ‘ Ashta@kapala would 
“ be taken either as a name oras an Arthauvdda; as a matter of fact, however, 
“we do not find the number ‘eight’ mentioned anywhere else, in con- 
“nection with the Vaiçvānara sacrifico; as the only number that is men- 
“ tioned is ‘twelve.’ 

“And as a matter of fact, though the smaller number ‘eight’ is 
‘included in the greater number ‘twelve,’ yot when the word used is 
“twelve, it docs not signify the fact of tho number ‘eight’ specifying 
“the object ; and as such this latter number cannot be taken as qualifying 
“ the object in question. 

“That is to say, a number does not operate by its mere presenco ; 
“but the only operation that it has is through tho specification of the 
“numbered object; and hence, when the cups have been specified by the 
“number .‘ twelve,’ any other number, ‘eight,’ f. i., cannot be taken as 
“ specifying them; and hence (as far as any usefulness is concerned) 
“these latter are as good as non-existent. Evon though their existence 
“ may, in some way or other, be admitted, yet all that the mention of the 
“number would mean would be that ‘ there are eight,’ and not that ‘there 
“are eight cups in which the cakes are propared. And further, the 
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“nominal affix in the word ‘ ashiakapala’ is one which is possible only 
“when the material signified is a duly prepared and purified one (ac- 
“cording to Panini’s Sara ‘sanskrtam bhakshah’ IV—ii—16); and 
“tho compound too is one based upon the peculiar character of the 
“ nominal affix (according to Panini’s Sutra ‘taddhitarthottarapada, Ye., Sc.’ 
“ T[—i—51) ; aud these too are possible only when the factors of the word 
‘have the requisite capability; this requisite capability again is possible, 
“only when they are independent of all extraneous help. Consequently, 
“in the case in question, if the number eight be dependent upon the num- 
“ber twelve, we could not have the word ‘ asht@kupdla ’ (as in that case 
“ neither the particular nominal affix nor the compound would be possible) ; 
“and hence the word ‘asht@kap@la’ cannot be accepted to be significant of 
“the Duddugakapala. And hence, the word ‘ashtākapāla ’ not being found 
“ to be descriptive of even the form of the Dvdducakapala, any Praise of 
‘ this latter by that word would be wholly irrelevant; specially as the num- 
“ ber ‘eight’ would not afford any moro help in the sacrifico than the num- 
‘ber twelve ; because both are numbers (and numbers by themselves cannot 
“bo of any use in sacrifices); although, however, a praise of the namber 
“eight might mean a praise of the number twelve also, yet, any praise 
“of the eight cups could not belong to the twelve cups; because the nouns 
“and the adjectives in the two cases are totally different. And the num- 
“ber ‘twelve’ has a distinct praise of itself in the Vedic sentence--— 
‘*jagutyatvasmin, &c. (and as such it does not stand in need of any other 
“ praise). 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ ashtakapala’ must 
“be taken as laying down the number ‘eight’ as an optional alternative 
“to the number ‘twelve.’ 

“ And inasmuch as all the sentences in question are found to end in 
“a single original Injunction of the Vaiguvanara sacrifice as qualified by 
“ many optional alternatives with regard to the number of cups to be employed 
“ (in tho preparation of the cakes to be offered), there can be no difference 
“of authority among the various sentences (forming this original Injunc- 
“ tion). 

“The Sutra adds—the aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in 
“ question ; and the word ‘aforesaid’ refers to that which has been said 
“ before, in the Pérvapaksha with regard to the word ‘ Vuigvadéva’; and 
“the Sūtra means that all the arguments therein urged apply to the 
“sentence dealt with in the present Adhikarana; while the Refutations 
“of these arguments (as shown under the Siddhanta in connection with 
“the word ‘ Vazgvadéva’) do not apply to the present case. And hence we 
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“ cannot but take the words ‘ashtakapala,’ &c., as laying down the acces- 
“ gories of sacrifices (in the shape of the particular numbers of cups to be 
“used).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (18). Ifthe word in question be taken as laying down 
Accessories, these accessories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would 
be absolutely useless in the performance of any; because they can 
have no use with regard to it. 


The Accessory could not be laid down, either with reference to the 
sacrifice treated of in the Context, or to any other sacrifice; nor could 
there be an injunction of the material qualified in a certain manner, 

That is to say—(1) The sacrifice in question having the number put 
down at twelve, any other numbers, as eight, ete., could not be laid down 
with regard to it. (2) Nor could these numbers be laid down with regard 
to any other sacrifice, because there is no mention of any such in the sen- 
tence. (3) Nor could the sentence ‘ashtakapalo bhavati’ itself lay down 
an altogether new sacrifice, qualified by the number eight, because the 
sentence does not point to any relationship of the material with a parti- 
cular Deity. (4) The same reasons would also show that the sentence could 
not be taken (in any of the aforesaid three ways) as laying down the num- 
ber of thecakes. (5) In the same manner, it can also be shown that the sen- 
tence could not be taken as laying down the Cake as prepared in the eight 
cups; because as for the sacrifice in question, when it has once had its 
material laid down as the cake prepared in twelve cups, it can never be made 
to take up any other cake (that prepared in eight cups for instance); and 
as for any other sacrifice, so long as it is not distinctly pointed out bya 
word peculiar to itself, no cake could be laid down for it; nor could there 
be an injunction of the cakes themselves, independently of any sacrifice ; 
because in this manner, it would not be related to any result or the means 
of accomplishing it; and as such of what use could the Cake be? Nor is 
it possible for the material to be laid down; because it is not of the 
nature of an Action; and for this very reason, it is not possible for us to 
assume a Result, as in the case of the Viguajié sacrifice. 

Nor can the word ‘ Vaigvanara’ of the preceding sentence be taken 
along with the following sentence, for the purpose of connecting this latter 
with a sacrifice. Because there is a diversity in the case-eudings; and inas- 
much as even without such a construction being accepted, there is no in- 
cosistency or uselessness of any words (we cannot assume a@ co-ordination 
between words with different case-terminations ). 
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To explain:—It might be urged that the relationship of the word 
‘Vaicvanara! being transferred to the following sentence, this latter sen- 
tence (‘ashtakapalo. bhavati’) could be taken as laying down the relationship 
of the Deity with such materials as the cakes prepared in: the eight cups, 
dud thus this would point to a sacrifice other than the Vaiçvānara' itself 
(and there would be nothing incoherent in the number eight being ‘laid 
down with regard to it). But this is not possible; because the ‘word: 
‘ Vaievanaram’-being in the Accusative, could not be taken along with 
‘ashtnkapalah’, which isin the Nonrinative. Nor could we change the case- 
terminations (through the exigencies of construction) ; because the sentence 
is quite capable of another construction. Tf without such construing of the 
Accusative with the Nominative and the changing of the endings, the word 
‘ashtakapaila’ were meaningless, then we could do anything to make 
it give some sense; but when we find the word quite capable of being 
takén as a Praise, it cannot be said to be meaningless (and hence 
there can be no ground for any anomalous construction being. adopted). 
If the word be taken as a Praise, then it could be taken as being descrip- 
tive of the Vaiçvānara sacrifice ; and in the case of a description the differ- 
ence in the case-endings does not matter at all. 

For these reasons we cannot take the word as laying down the Cake. 

Nor are the Cakes prepared in eight cups found to have auy separate 
existence of their own in the Cakes prepared in twelve caps; because the 
ouly difference that we find in the two lics in the number eight; and we 
have already shown that this number etght cannot be taken as being laid 
down either in connection with the sacrifice or with the Cake. 

Nor is'it possible for you to take the number eight along with the 
‘ Duddacgakapala’; because the objects enjoined by the two, as weil as 
their purposes, are totally different; and certainly those that are so very 
diverse from each other cannot be said to be mutually dependent (vide 
conditions for taking one sentence along with another as explained under 
Satra II-i-46). If, however, the two could be taken together,. all the sen- 
tences collectively would lay down a single Bhāvanā qualified by the qua- 
lifications mentioned in all the sentences ; and as such there could be no 
room for any option'in the matter (as held by the Parvapaksha). 

And as for the numbers eight, etc., inasmuch as they are mere proper- 
ties, each of the sentences cannot be taken as complete in itself and pointing 
out the performance of distinct Actions. 

Nor is a collocation (or congregation) of different numbers possible 
(in any one place); because the appearance of any one number makes the 
existence of all other numbers impossible. And as for the congregation of 
many numbers, without the appearance of any new number,—in that case 
the nunibors eight, &e., being already included in the number twelve, the 
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former numbers would be got at by the injunction of the latter only ; and 
as such any mention of them cannot but be taken in the light of a mere 
description (which cannot be very palatable to the Pūrvapakshi). 

Hence it becomes necessary for you to admit that each of the 
sentences in question lays down a distinct number independently of 
those laid down in another. And in that case, with regard to the 
Vaigvānara sacrifice (which is the only one mentioned in the sentence), 
the number twelve would be laid down in its own originative sentence, 
while the other numbers could be related to it only on account of the 
fact of the sentences (laying down these numbers) being found in 
the same Context; and as such (Context being weaker in its authority 
than Direct Syntactical Relation), the relationship of theso latter numbers 
with the Vaiçvānara sacrifice would be impossible in face of that of the 
number ‘twelve.’ And hence the Vaiçvānara sacrifice having its particular 
number fixed at ‘ twelve,’ could not stand in need of any other number, 
‘eight,’ &. 

And further, no relationship of the number ‘eight’ with any sac- 
rifice being possible, through the Vaievadnara sacrifice, which has its 
number distinctly laid down as ‘twelve,’ it becomes necessary to assert 
its relationship with a sacrifice, independently of the Vaiçvānara; but 
the number ‘ eight,’ apart from the Cake, is not capable of any relationship 
with a sacrifice; and when taken along with the Cakes it cannot attain 
to any relationship with the Vaiçvānara sacrifice ; specially as the fact 
of its being related to the Cake by direct Syntactical Relation would 
naturally set aside any chance of its relationship to the Vaigvdnara sacrifice 
—which relationship would be based on the mere fact of the two occuring 
in the same Context ;—and as such it could never belong to the Vazgvanara- 
sacrifice. 

And thus not being a qualification of the Vuigvdnara sacrifice (atad- 
gunah), and being related to the Cake only (apart from any sacrifice), the 
numbers ‘ eight,’ &c., would be absolutely useless, in the performance of any 
sacrifice (‘ praydg@ syuranarthakah’) because they can have no use with regard 
to the Oake (‘na hi tampratyarthavattasti’). Or, this last sentence may be 
explained in the following manner: As to why these numbers are not rela- 
ted to the Vaiçvänara sacrifice, we reply—because they can have no use in a 
sacrifice whose particular number ‘ twelve’ has been already laid down. 


Sutras (19-20): If it be urged that, ‘the mention (of the numbers 
‘eight,’ &c.) could not be supplementary (to any Injunction) ’— 
then, inasmuch as these are not excluded from the Injunctive word. 
they could be taken as serving the purpose of Praising. 


That is to say, inasmuch as in the absence of an Injunction of the 
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numbers ‘ eight,’ &c., any praise of them (as contained in the sentences 
‘Yadashtakapalo bhavati gayatryaivainam brahmavarcaséna punāti, &c.) 
would be entirely irrelevant,—we must take these sentences as praising the 
number ‘twelve’ through its parts (i.e., the numbers contained within it). 
For, as a matter of fact, that alone can be praised which is recognised as 
enjoined ; in the case in question, it is the number ‘twelve’ that is en- 
joined ; and hence we must take the eulogistic sentences as, in some way 
or other, praising this number. - And as the number ‘eight’ happens to be 
mentioned in close proximity to it, we can very rightly take it as only 
pointing out a part ; of the number ‘twelve ;’ and it is a recognised fact that 
a praise of the part reverts to the whole. Thus then, the eulogy con- 
tained in the sentence may be expanded out in the following manner : ‘ The 
Drädaçakapāla (i.e., the cake prepared in the twelve cups) is such a grand 
thing, that when it is prepared, it accomplishes the ashta@kapdla, &c., also ; 
aud these latter are so very effective as to bring about Brahmic glory, &c., 
and hence the Dvādaçakapāla also must be very excellently effective.’ 

It has been urged in the Parvapaksha that, “inasmuch as there is 
already a santence in praise of the Dvd@adacakapdla, no other sentence could 
be taken as praising it.” But this is not quite correct, because there can be 
no limit to a praise; and hence all that may be found to be mentioned in 
connection with an Injunction can very rightly be taken as pointing to the 
object of the Injunction. In all cases we find Praises in words, few or many ; 
and as to whether any particular praise is useful or not depends upon the 
character of the person addressed; as for some people the mere fact of an 
action being enjoined is enough to prompt him to that action; and in the 
case of such a person all Praise of the action would be redundant; and 
hence, as shown above, the Praises must be taken as being laid down for 
the sake of those who are not so readily obedient to an Injunction. In the 
same manner it is quite possible that though a slight praise would suffice 
for persuading one man, another man would require a more elaborate praise, 
before he is persuaded to the performance of an action; and hence au 
elaborate praise cannot be rejected as usel css. 


Sutra (21): Obj.: “It might be the instigator.” i 


[“ Says the Bhāshya: why could not the Brahmic glory be taken as the 
“ Karana of the number ‘ eight’ ? the sentence meaning that one who is desir- 
“ous of Brahmic glory should take to the Ashtakapala’’? | 

“ And here the word ‘ Kārena’ cannot be taken in the ordinary sense of 
“ the cause or ‘ progenitor’; because it is the number eight itself that is such a 
“ cause of the various results, purification, &c.; we must therefore take itin 
“the sense of ‘ instigator ’ ; these results being the instigators of the actions,” 

“It has been urged above that—‘any Injunction or Praise of the 
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“ number eight would he absolutely: useless, as the number pertaining to 
“ the ondy sacrifice in question has already been laid down as twelve But, 
“as, a matter, of fact, there can be.no such uselessness. Because the 
‘“ mention of the number twelve is with reference to the, sacrifice when 
‘performed as a necessary duty (without any particular result in view) ; 
“ when, however, a person desires such results as Bralmic glory and the 
“like, then for such @ person, the text lays down the number ‘twelve,’ 
“which, in this case, makes .room for the., particularly, desired number 
‘eight.’ (l). .Becanse that which is performed with a view to a certain 
“ desirable result, being closely connected, with man’s true purpose, always 
‘sets, aside that which is,, performed as a mere duty ; and (2) because, the 
j eases) „duty is laid down as a general rule, while the former is a special 
‘case (anda special case always gets aside the general). ' 

“ That is to.say, all efforts of mau tand towards the ac complishment of 
“a desirable purpose; and hence,that which is more closely related to it, 
“cannot but havea prior claim on the. man’s attention. In the case in 
“ question, the numbhor ‘ twelve’ is far remote from any desirable purpose 
‘Sof man; because it serves to specify the cups required for the proparing 
“af the material to be employed at a sacrifice that would be performed for 
“ the accomplishment of a desirable, ond; as for the number. eight, this is 
“laid down.as bringing about a. desirable result, in the shape of Brahmic 
“glory, directly through the sacrifice itself; and thus being more closely 
“related to the desirablo end, the number ‘eight’ must be accepted as 
“the more authoritative; and as such a mention of this cannot be said 
“ to be absolutely useless. . l CEE oy 

“An objection might be T here: ‘You accept the obtaining of 
“ Brahmic glory to. be a definite result; but in the absence of any Praige, 
we now could you obtain .a direct Injunction: for words (like eet that 

‘are expressive of the present state of things ?,’ 

“ And, to this, some people. make, the following epy Wo can arrive 
‘af a direct Injunction in the way shown in the Pirvapaksha of the Adhi- 
“ karana on ‘ Audumbara’ (Sutras I—ii—19- 20). sul P yas. 1 

“ But this is not quite correct; because the arguments therein pra: 
“ pounded have already - been refuted in the Siddhdnta of.the same Adhi- 
“ karana, Henge. we offer the following explanation: The,real regult is 
“ mentioned iu. the. sentenca—' pita ava sa téjasvi, &e.' q aud the sentence— 
““gayatryawwainam brahmavareaséna, &c., containing a Praise „points to, its 
“ gounterpart, Injunotion;. aud it is for this reason that, each of the actions 
“mentioned, together with the Praises, in, the sentences—‘ yadashtākapālo 
 Phavali, ” ‘yannavakāpālo bkavati,’ &c., &c.,—are connected respectively 

with each of the results mentioned in the sentence ‘ sa pūta ëva sa téjas- 
“ yuanndado, §c.’” 
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Sutra (22)...Reply: On account of uselessness they cannot be 
instigators ; because the instigator is of the agent; hence they must 
be taken as signifying mere Praise. 

, Tf distinct results be assumed to follow from. each of the acgessories 
(that is if each of the numbers, eight, &e. „ be held to bring, about a dig- 
tinct, result), then it would be necessary to have, as many, (Injunctive) 
Sentences. as thore are results, mentioned ; while in thẹ,case in question, 
itis clear that the whole thing refers to a single Injungtion ; ;, inasmuch as 
it is distingtly perceptible, that, from beginning to end, all that is men- 
tioned, is in direct connestion-with. the same subject.. 

That is to, say,,the context begins with ‘ A. son being born one should 
perform the ` Deadagakapala,’ &o., “Go. (putre jatë dvadagakapalam, &e., 
&e.’); and tlien haying described the ‘ ashtakapala,’ &c., it winds up with 
the deplarations—‘ This dvadagakapala that is accoraplished ’ ¢ yaddı G- 
daçaķapālo bhavati’),, and ‘one on whose birth this sacrifice is per: formed 
necpmes, pure, endowed with glory À ‘&e., de., (E yasmin jate eam ishtim 
nirvap¢e' pūta evg sa Lajaspyannato, §c., go ”)—all of which refers to the 
ee sacrifice, that was mentioned in the opening | sentence of the Context. 
Aad for, this reagon, the mention of the ‘ ashtakapala,’ &e., cannot i a any 
way be separated from that sacrifice. _ And, as a matter of fact, we find 
that. they cannot be taken along with that sacl’ ifice, unless they a ave, taken 
to .be mere Praises. And thus we find that, unlegs they are taken to bo 
Praises, they. can, as they are situated, serve no other (purpose. | 

And the results ‘ purity, &c., could servo as instigators, only if they 
were related to the agent performing tho sacrifice; as a matter of fact, 
however, they are found to be related morely to the Vaiçvānara sacrifice ; 
and hence—i.e., inasmuch as no other use is possible—they must be taken 
as serving the purposes of Praising. [That is to say, if we had such an 
Injunction as that ‘for one who desires purity the number of cups should 
be eight, —thon the desired result, being found to be related to the per- 
former of the sacrifice, could serve as his instigator or prompter; as a 
mattor of fact, however, from the context it is clear that the results men- 
tioned are related to the Vaigvanara sacrifice only; and as such the men- 
tion of the results cannot but be taken as to be added in praise of the 

Vaigvanara sacrifice itself]. 

And further, inasmuch as the results—purity, &c..—are mentioned in 
the sentence ‘pūta éva sa,’ &c., where the Pronoun ‘sa’ (he) distinctly 
refers to ‘one on whose birth the Vaigvanara sacrifice is performed ;’ and 
hence these results could not be connected with anything that has been 
mentioned before (such as the Ashtakapdla, &c.). Nor is the mention of 
the results entirely irrelevant, in connection with the Vuigvanara sacrifice ; 
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and hence there can be no ground for transferring their relationship from 
this to the Ashidkapdla, &c. [And inasmuch as all the results purity, glory, 
&c., are found to be mentioned as all appearing together in the son on 
whose birth the Vaigvdnara sacrifice is performed.] It is not possible for 
these results—purtty, &c.,—to be taken as following, one by one, from the 
numbers eight, nine, &c., (of the cups) respectively; specially as each of 
these numbers has got a definite result of its own—such as Brahmic 
glory, and the Jike—mentioned along with itself. And so far as these 
differentiated results—Brahmic glory, &c.,—are concerned, you also admit 
of their mention being a mere Praise (see above). And hence the result, 
that is pointed out by the senteuces—‘ pūta éva sa, &c., (he becomes puri- 
fied, &c.,)’—must be taken as pertaining to the sacrifice ( Vaiçvānara), and 
not to the numbers eight, &c. (And though they may be taken as results 
following from the Vaigvanara sacrifice, yet) in the first instance, a men- 
tion of these must be taken to be in praise of the sacrifice; specially as the 
expression ‘ having such and such a desire’ does not appear in the sentences, 
they have not the form of the Injunctions of Results. And it is only 
when the results ‘ purity,’ &c., are taken as mentioned only in praise of the 
sacrifice, that the sentences ‘ yaddshtukapalo bhavatt,’ &c., could be explained 
as serving the purpose of supporting the facts mentioned in the Praise 
(otherwise these sentences would be absolutely useless). And hence we 
conclude that the words ‘ Ashtakapdla,’ &c., cannot be taken as laying 
down the accessory of a sacrifice (in the shape of the number of the cups 
to be employed in the preparation of the cakes to be offered at it). 


ADHIKARANAS (12—17). 


Sutras (23—28): The fulfilment of the signification (23)— 
Origin (24)—Similarity of shape (25)—Praise (26)—Large number 
(27)—the Inherence of signs (28),—(which form the bases of secon- 
dary or indirect signification)—are based upon qualities. 


While treating of Arthavadis, we did not explain the fact of these 
being helped by figurative descriptions; nor did we explain the bases of 
such descriptions; and this is what we proceed to do now. 

Objection: “ But such cases of figurative descriptions have already 
been described under Sutras I—ii—1, 12 et seg.” 

Reply : It is true that they have been described there; but they have 
not been described as defining such figurative Descriptions; as a matter of fact, 
what has been shown there is only that the definitions here laid down 
apply to the cases considered there. While what we are going to explain 
here ig the definition or characteristic of al] secondary significations of 
words. 

Objection: “ Besides those enumerated here, Gautama and others 
“ have spoken of many other bases of secondary signification—such for 
“instance, as concomitance, similarity of position and the like; and we find 
“examples of such bases in ordinary assertions also; as we often meet 
“with such expressions as—‘ Bring in the lances’ (for the lancers), ‘the 
“ elevated sheds cry out’ (for the persons occupying the sheds), ‘the king 
“was conquered by a thousand horses’ (for the riders); and it is neces- 
“sary for the Süira to mention all these,” 

Some people reply to this by the assertion that all these are included 
in the ‘similarity of signs’ (Oütra 28); because the signification of the 
lancer by the word ‘lance’ is of the same nature as that of persons with- 
out umbrellas by the word ‘ Chatri’ when they are accompanied by some 
persons with umbrellas. 

Or, we may meet the above objection by pointing out that it is of 
secondary (Gauni) signification that we are considering the bases, and not 
of Indication (Lakshasd@). 
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“Is there, then, any difference between Indication and Secondary 
Signification ? ” 

Certainly, there is; because when a word signifies something, not 
entirely disconnected from that which is the directly expressed meaning, 
then we have what is called Indication ; whereas when the word signifies 
something (even though it be in no way connected with the expressed mean- 
ing), through the similarity of the qualities indicated (by the expressed 
meaning of the word), then this signification is called ‘Gauna’ or 
Secondary. ave fae 

Thus then, just as the word, directly expressing the Class, indicates 
the Individual which is always | pr sane in the Class, in the same manner, 
it is by mere Indication,’ that the words ‘lance,’ ‘elevated: shed ’’ and 
‘horse’ signify the persons connected with themi. (Aiid it is not this sort 
of signification that we are dealing with): What we'are dealing with is 
the case of sach sentences as ‘ The Student is Hire,’ where we are not 
cognisant of any sort of invariable concomitance of the Student with the 
Fire; what we are cognisant of in this sentence is that, (1) the word 
‘Fire’ denotes the Class ‘ Fire’; (2) this Class indicates the qualities of 
Fire, such as the peculiar colour, brightness, &c.; and (3) the presence of 
these qualities in the student gives rise, through similarity, to the idea 
of his being Fire itself. And it is this sort of signification that'we find 
in the case of such sentences as ‘ yajamdnah prasturah,’ &c. ; and hence the 
Siitra has mentioned only the bases of such signification (and not those of 
Indication), " 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 


[In the case of the sentence ‘yajamdnah prastdirah’ (the grass-bedding 
ts the master of the sacrifice), it is with a view to euloyising the bedding that 
at ts spoken of as the ‘ master of the sacrifice.’ | 


On this point there arc three distinct theories: (1) Both the words 
being in a form that makes them co-ordinate, one may be taken as the 
name of the other ; (2) there being no signs of any of them being a name, 
and any assumption of such signs involving the assumption of many po- 
tentialities in the same word, the word ‘prastara’ may be taken as in- 
dicating the purposes served by it; and honce with a view to make the sen- 
tence serve a distinctly uscful purpose, we can take it as laying down the 
accessory of the sacrifice—viz., that the master of the sacrifice is to be 
utilised as the grass-bedding; or (3) that the sentence being incapable of 
affording this meaning, we must take it as praising the bedding (prustura). 


THE PURVAPAKSHA 


as propounded by the upholder of the theory that the sentence is the 
Injunction of an Accessory—is this: 

“ The rere fact of the ‘ yajamana’ and the ‘ prastara’ being mention- 
“ed together cannot point to any praise of the one by the other ; specially 
“as it is not possible, even in praising, to use one word in the sense of 
“another; nor do we find any ground for the application of the word 
““uagamana’ to the prastara, or vice versa; and then, for such application 
“of the word wo cannot find any other cause except the indication, by the 
“ word ‘ prastara,’ of its uses, or vice versa ; just as we find in tho case of 
“ the sentence ‘ the Hoéfr priest is the Adhvaryu.’ But, in accordance with 
“ the reasonings explained under Sūtra X11—ii—23, it is clear that in the 
“ sentenco in question, the word ‘ yajamfna ’ is to be taken in its own direct 
“signification ; while the word ‘prastara’ is to be taken as indicating such 
“of its uses as the affording of a place for keeping the Sruk, &. ; and hence 
“ the sentence must be taken as laying down an Accessory for the sacrifice 
“* (as that ‘ the yagamana is to bo utilised as the ‘ prastara’).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To this we maks the following reply : Noue of the two words can be 
taken as indicating its uses ; because the uses of one being incompatible 
with the other, there could be no such Injunction (of Accessories), For 
instance, it is laid down that—‘ Like tho Ekakapala, the prastara is thrown 
into tho fire, with the Sūktavāka mantra’; and certainly, if the Master of 
the sacrifice were to be thus thrown into the fire (in being utilised as the 
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prastara), the whole performance of tho sacrifice would come to a dead- 
lock ! 

For these reasons, we must tako the two sentences—‘ Yajamanah 
prastarah’ and ‘ Yajamdane ékakapadlah’ as eulogising the prastarah and the 
ékakapailah,—the former for the sake of justifying its being kept to the 
north of the Fire, and the latter in justification of the direction for its being 
offered completely ; because these directions are laid down along with 
the sentences themselves. 

Question: ‘*(1) But how can one word be used in the sense of 
another; and (2) what could be the form of the Praise ? ” 

Reply: At a sacrifice, the Master is the most important personage ; 
and the prastara too is such an important object, that it should be placed 
above the grass (this would be the form of the Praise expressed by 
the sentence ‘ Yajamanah prastarah’); and the sense of that signified by 
tho sentence ‘yajamana ëkakapālah’ is that—the Ahavaniya Fire having 
been eulogised as Heaven, inasmuch as itis the whole of the Master 
that is carried to the Heavenly regions, the whole of the ékakapdla should 
be offered into the Heavenly Fire. And these significations of the words 
are based upon the qualities (possessed by the objects denoted by them). 

The Bhashya puts the question : “ How can a word, not expressive of 
qualities, denote qualities ?” And this question is based upon the miscon- 
ception that the words are directly expressive of the qualities ; however, 
what we actually hold is that all the significations of a word are some- 
how or other connected with its direct denotation ; and hence so long 
as we can keep on the track of the original denotation, we can have 
no ground for assuming any other denotative potentiality in the word. 
And in such cases as of the sentence ‘Devadatta is a lion,’ we can very 
reasonably make the figurative signification of the word ‘lion’ based 
upon its original dcenotation ; as the word ‘lion’ denotes the class ‘ lion,’ 
this indicates such qualities as those of courage and the like, and the pre- 
sence of these qualities in Devadatta gives rise to the idea that he is a 
lion. And when this interpretation is found possible, there can be no 
reason for assuming the word ‘lion’ to have another direct signification ; 
(1) as this would make the true signification of this word always doubt- 
ful; (2) as such all usage of the word would be jeopardised; (3) and wo 
would be rejecting a well-known meaning, and assuming one never heard of. 

Another theory on this subject is this: ‘“‘ All such words as ‘lion’ 
“and the like, are directly deuotutive of the whole aggregate of the 
“particular Class, its Qualities and its Actions; and as the whole of this 
“is not applicable to Dévadatta, some of the qualities and actions denoted 
‘being found in him, the word is applied to him indirectly.” 

But with regard to this theory we make the following observations : 
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(1) If the word denoted such an aggregate, it could never directly denote 
any one part of this aggregate ; as for instance, the word ‘ hundred ’ does not 
directly denote the number ‘ fifty’ ; while, asa matter of fact, wefind the word 
‘lion’ being used, when the only idea in the mind is that of the Class 
wholly devoid of the iden of any Actions or Qualities. And the Class, 
‘lion’ is distinctly recognised to be directly denoted by the word, and 
the word is not recognised as being applied to it only indirectly, as to 
Dévadatta, &c., (and this would be inevitable if the word were denotative 
of the whole aggregate). (2) And further, such a theory would be direct- 
ly against the conclusion arrived at under the Adhikarana on ‘ Class’—v7z., 
that the word denotes the Class. (3) The number of Actions and Qualities 
being endless, any relationship of the word with each of these would 
never be comprehended. (4) Even in the case of a single Individual (to 
say nothing of the whole Class), we find that, at different periods of his 
life—infaney, youth and old age—his actions and qualities are different ; 
and certainly no such indefinite actions, &., could be held to be denoted 
by any word ; for the simple reason that the word can have no relationship 
with them, (5) Nor could the fact of certain qualities and actions being 
possessed in common by certain individuals justify the assumption of 
these belonging to a certain ‘ Class ;’ because there are many qualities 
and actions that may be common among various Classes. 

Thus then, we must conclude that it is only the Class ‘ Lion’ that 
could differentiate the lions from all other animals; and it could not 
rightly serve as such a differentiator, if it were not denoted by the word 
‘lion’; and if the class be admitted to be denoted by the word, then it, 
cannot be accepted as denoting anything else. That is to say, unless the 
Class ‘lion’ be denoted by the word ‘ lion’ it would be itself uncognised ; 
and as such it could not serve to differentiate the qualities and actions 
"(possessed by lions ); and if it be admitted to be denoted, then tho idca of 
the Class being enough to give us an idea of all Actions and Qualities, there 
would be no need of assuming any other denotative potency (of the word 
‘lion,’ with reference to these Actions, &c.). And for these reasons, we 
conclade that if the words were significant of an aggregate of such 
qualities, actions, &c., they could not, even indirectly, be any one portion 
of this aggregate. 

Some people hold the following theory: “A word is gauna (i.e. 
“ secondarily applied to an object) when the character of that which 
“is denoted by the word is imposed upon that object. The sense of 
“this theory is that a word ‘lion’ being strictly denotative of a 
“ particular class cannot be applied to another object (Dévadatta), merely 
“through the presence therein of certain actions and qualities belonging 
“ ty that which is denoted by that word. And unless the word ‘lion’ be 
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“ applicable to Dévadatta, we conld not have any such sentence as that 
‘“* Dévadatta is a lion,’ which expresses a distinct co-extensiveness 
“ between tho lion and Dévadatta ; and the only explanation of the way in. 
“which the word could be applicable to Dévadatta, lies in the fact that 
“ab timos, a certain word imposes the nature of its own denotations upon 
“ another object; and thereby making this latter object denotable by 
‘itself, becomes applicable to it. That is to say, the actions and qualities 
“ of Dévadatta being found to be similar to those of the lion, the complete 
“ nature of the lion is imposed upon him; and he comes to be recognised 
“as identical with the lion ; and as such the word ‘ lion,’ when applied to 
“him, does not signify anything othor than the lion, which forms its own 
“ original denotation. But this does not mean that Dévadatta is denoted 
“ by the word ‘lion’ directly ; because, after all, the character of the lion 
“ is only imposed upon him; and it is only when the denotation is directly 
“ of the word itself, and there is no imposition, that it can be called a 
“ direct denotation. And hence our theory is not open to any objection.” 

In regard to this theory, wo make the following remarks: This 
cannot be, because any such imposition is absolutely impossible ; for all 
objects having unique (unmixed) characters of their own, the character 
of one object could not be imposed upon another, for the purposes of 
denotation, by any persons not labouring under a gross delusion. 

For instance,—-(1) when a person, under a delusion, imposes the charac- 
ter of Water upon the Mirage, and speaks of it as‘ water,’ then in that case 
both the speaker and the person addressed comprehend the word ‘ water’ 
in its direct denotation (though under the spell of the delusion); and in 
this case the delusory denotation is none other than the direct one (and thero 
is no imposition);—(2) In a caso where the speaker knows the Mirage 
to be a Mirage and not Water, and still he speaks of it as ‘water,’ with a 
view to delude the person addressed, who does not know that it is not 
water, then in the case of the former, inasmuch as he knows that it is not 
mirage, there can be no imposition of the character of Water upon the 
mirage; while in tho case of the latter, what he comprehends under the 
delusion is, for him, the Water itself; and as such, even in his case there is 
no indirect application of the word ‘ water,’ and hence there can be no 
Imposition in this case either ;-—(3) In a case where none of the two is under 
a delusion (both knowing the Mirage to be something other than Water), 
the comprehension that they have is one of mere similarity (and no Iden- 
tity), and hence in this case too there can be no Imposition. 

So also in the case of the sentence ‘ Dévadatta is a lion,’ both the speaker 
and the person addressed are fully cognisant of the difference between the 
man and the lion; and hence none of them can have the power to impose the 
character or identity of the one upon the other. That is to say, just as in 
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the case of the difforent kinds of taste—Bittor, Sweet, etc.,—that are known 
to be different from one another, it never happens that any two of them 
being recognised to be identical, the character of the one is imposed upon 
the other; exactly in the same manner, among similar objects also, inas- 
much as they are always recognised to be different from another, there 
could be no imposition; and certainly in the case of words, there is no 
eyvition that is of Any use in its usage, save that of its moaning. 
i And further, inasmuch as no word is ever used, unless there is a 
basis for its usage, how could there be any idea, by itself, independently of 
thi object. (That is to say the class ‘ Lion’ is the only basis for the use of 
é word ‘lion ;’ and this class does not pertain to Dévadatta; hence in 
regird to Dévadatta how could one have any idea of the lion? Any such 
idea, would be absolutely baseless. And hence no amount of imposition by 
tha'spenker, even if it were possible, could make the word ‘ lion’ applicable 
to Pévadatta). And that apart from the object, there is no Idea indepen- 
dently pertaining to itself, we have already shown in the chapter on 
‘ Cinyavada’ (vide Cloka-vartika in loco). 

And again, in the case of all words, the first denotation that they recall 
to the mind is one that has been known bofore ; and hence just as the word 
‘lion’ would be pronounced, its direct denotation (the lion) would be direct- 
ly comprehended (as this is the only meaning that is known from before- 
hand): and then, where could there be any room for Impositicn ? 

That is to say, in all casos, the differentiation of significations into 
direct and indirect serves a useful purpose, only in the help that it affords 
the person addressed to ascertain the true signification of the word (in any 
sontence) (and it does not suit any purpose of the speaker). And assoonas 
the word ‘lion’ has been uttered, the persons addressed directly compre- 
hend it, as not having its denotation imposed upon any other object; and 
then it is that, finding this direct denotation to be incompatible with its 
avowed coextensiveness with Dévadatta, they conclude to take the word 
‘lion’ in its indirect or figurative sense. And in this it is clear that the 
persons addressed comprehend this figurative meaning only through 
similarity, without having themselves imposed the character of the lion 
upon Dévadaita. 

And when we proceed to consider whether this comprehension pro- 
ceeds from the word, or from its denotation, it becomes clear, through 
negative and positive concomitance, as also through the conclusion arrived 
at in the Adhikarana on ‘ Class,’ that it proceeds from the denotation. Be- 
cause even when the word ‘lion’ has not been uttered, if we happen to 
have an idea in our mind of the animal, we at once recognise its similarity 
in Dévadatta (if we find him possessed of exceptional courage, etc.) ; while, 

a~n the other hand, if we have no iden of the animal, even if the word ‘lion’ 
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be uttered, we could have no idea of the similarity (of Dévadatta to the 
lion.) 

And when, as a matter of fact, there is no Imposition in the minds of. 
the persons addressed, it follows that there could be none in that of the 
speaker; and hence when a man utters the sentence—‘ Dévadatta is a lion’ 
—the idea that the persons addressed have is, not that ‘he has imposed 
the character of the lion upon Dévadatta ;’ but the working of their minds 
may be explained as being somewhat to this effect: “What he means by 
the word lion here is an aggregate of certain properties and actions that 
are concomitant with the class lion ; it is for the sake of brevity that he 
does not mention these properties, cte., by all the words that express them 
individually ; specially as there is no single word expressive of all these ; and 
hence in order to give an idea of all these properties, he uses the word 
‘lion,’ because the properties he wishes to express are concomitant with 
the class lion (which is denoted by the word ‘ lion’ ); specially as all usage 
amoug men is carried on according to the already existing significations of 
words ; and hence no usage can produce new significations of them.” 

And again, if the indirect or figurative signification of a word be held 
to be due to the aforesaid impositeion by the speaker, then, inasmuch as 
thore is no author of the Veda, we could nct have any such signification in 
the case of the words of the Veda. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the expression Gauna (or Secon- 
dary, Indirect, or Figurative) Signification must be defined as that which is 
based upon the fact of the existence of certain properties (guna) (in com- 
mon between the two objects, Lion and Devadatta); and there can be no 
other definition. 

Objection: “ (1) If such be the case, then thore could be no such 
“ figurativo assertion as that ‘ this is a sky-flower’; because there are no pro- 
“ perties that are concomitant with the sky-flower; and (2) without an 
“ Imposition, how could the Bauddha bring forward any arguments 
“against the Sānkhya theory of Pradhana being the origin of the creation ? 
“For unless he admits the existence of such a thing as Pradhana, any 
‘denial of it would be absolutely useless; and if he admits of it, such 
“denial would be a self-contradiction ; and the denial could be possible 
“ only by taking the character of the cause of the world to be imposed upon 
“the Pradhāna.” 

To this we make the folowing reply: As a matter of fact it is to 
your own theory that the above objections are applicable. Because how 
can the character of the sky-flower, being itself a non-entity, be imposed 
upon that which does not exist (whose existence is sought to be denied 
by the assertion ‘this is a sky-flower’) P? Because it is only that which is 
known to have an existence, and to be possessed of certain properties, 
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with regard to which there can be any question as to whethor it is im- 
posed or not imposed. 

In the case of such assertions as—‘ the self is a sky-flower, ‘ this 
theory of yours is a sky-flower,’—where else have you perceived the class 
sky-flower,’ which, like the class ‘ Lion,’ could be imposed (upon the self, &c.), 
as the class Lion is imposed? Hence you must admit that it is the mere 
form of the sky-flower itself that could constitute the Imposition. Anda 
cognition of this cannot be said to be indirect (or figurative); because 
the word, ‘sky-flower’ has no other signification, which could be held to 
be the principal or direct meaning; specially as the form of the sky-flower, 
being cognised at first by means of the word, cannot be denied the charac- 
ter of the principal or direct meaning. 

It may be asked—‘ How can a non-entity form the object of direct 
denotation ?’ But the same question would also apply to the case of the 
sky-flower being the object of an indirect signification. 

[Nor can the fact of the sky-flower being an object of indirect deno- 
tation be held to be based upon the aforesaid Imposition, because] as a 
matter of fact, that alone can be said to be the indirect meaning, upon 
which something else is imposed, and not that which is imposed upon 
another; and in tho case in question we find that it is the sky-flower that 
is imposed (upon the Self, &c.), and as there is no other object (tho self 
being denied by the speaker), it would be imposed upon itself! 

To the above the following objection might be raised: “It is the form 
of such entities as the jar and the like that is imposed upon the sky- 
flower, and as such the fact of its forming the indirect signification cannot 
be said to be merely an assumption.” 

But this is not quite true; because in the case of the sky-flower, we 
have no idea of any positive entity (such as the form of the yar, &c.), For 
as a matter of fact, the meaning of the word ‘ sky-flower,’ that is compre- 
hended on the first occasion of the perception of the relationship 
' (between the two words forming the compound), must also be the one 
comprehended subsequently. Nor have any such objects as Hare’s horns 
(‘sky-flower,’ &¢.) ever before been recognised in the form of positive 
entities; nor are the sky-flower, &c., ever perceived to have any conncction 
with the comprehension of any other positive entity ; and though a distinct 
relationship is cognised to exist between the significations of the two words 
(‘sky ’ and ‘ flower’) forming the compound, yet these two significations 
are not indirect or secondary ones, because they are distinctly recognised 
as the direct denotations of the words. 

Objection: “ How then can there be such an assertion as that ‘the 
“hare’s horn does not exist, ——if the hare’s horn has never before been 
“ porceived as a positive entity ? And if it has ever been perceived as a 
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“ positive entity, how could there be an absolute negation of it P? For just 
“ see—it is only when an object has been found to exist in one place, that 
“ its existence is denied in another; and at one and the samo place, no 
object is ever recognised as both existing and non-existing. It may be 
“ urged that—‘it is for this same reason (that is, for the same reason that 
“ makes the recognition of both the existence and non-existence of an object 
“ina single place contradictory) that we hold the form of the positivo 
“entity to beimposed upon it? But this cannot be ; because that which is 
“ imposed stands equally in need of having its existence recognised some- 
“ where else (before it can bo imposed). Nor can the existence of one 
“thing bring about the imposition of another; because there can be no 
‘connection between the two. It may be asked—‘ How is it, then, that tho 
“‘oxistence of the barren desert leads to the imposition of the form of 
“ water (in the mirage) P’ But the example does not fit in with the case in 
“ question ; because the existence of the water has been perceived else- 
“where. How then, we ask, can there bo such an assertion as that ‘the 
“ haro’s horn does not exist’ ? ” 

(1) The first explanation of the sentence given by some people is that 
the non-existence of the hare’s horn having been recognised by the mere 
utterance of the word itself, all that the expression ‘docs not exist’ does 
is to describe it once again. (2) Or, the words ‘docs not exist’ point to 
all kinds of ‘ negation,’ and the words ‘ Hare’s horn’ serves to specify this 
negation (as the most absolute one); and the ‘hare’s horn’ is not speci- 
fied by the expression ‘does not exist’; because the general negation (ex- 
pressed by the expression ‘does not exist’) is not incompatible with the 
particular (absolute) negation (expressed by the word ‘haroe’s horn’) 
{though the particular negation is not absolutely compatible with tho 
general negation]. (3) Or, it may be that when a person has comprehended 
the meanings of the two words forming the compound, and has also got at 
the comprehension of the relatiouship between these two, as indicated by 
the compound—which is just like the compound ‘ Rajapurushah’ (the 
King’s man),—if it so happen that he has never known the hare to have 
no horns,—the sentence ‘the hare’s horn does not exist’ may serve tho 
purpose of pointing out to such a person the fact of there being no connec- 
tion (between the meanings of the two words forming the compound). 
(4) Or, it may be that, apart from the compound, tho sentence may be 
taken as pointing out the Haro as the receptacle, and thon referring to the 
horn as perceived in the Cow, &c.,—the expression ‘does not exist’ denying 
(without any imposition) the fact of there being any connection between tho 
horn (as perceived in the cow) and the hare ; and then the expression ‘ hare’s 
horn’ serves the purposo of pointing out the samo absence of the connec- 
tion that has been previously comprehended by mcans of the same word. 
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(5) Or, lastly, it may bo that the apparent contradiction in the assertion 
may be explained on the ground of the object referred to by the sentence 
boing taken, without any kind of imposition, to bo the peculiar flat surface 
ou the hare’s head, which has not become hardened and lengthened by 
the gradually accumulating layers of flesh (like a horn) (and as such it is 
only a positive entity that is referred to by the sentence) (like a horn). 
As it has been well said that the action that is pointed out by such nega- 
tions as ‘he does not go,’ &c., is the same that is expressed in a positive 
form by the expression ‘he says.’ 

Thus then, words like ‘hare’s horn,’ having in the above-mentioned 
manner got at their direct denotation, come to bo applied indirectly (or 
figuratively) to any other object which appears in a form other than the 
generally recognised one. For you, however, the word having no direct 
signification of its own, any chance of its figurative use is very remote ; 
specially because if the original meaning itsclf of the word be an indirect 
ono, there can be no further indirect application of it to any other mean- 
ing (or object). Because in the sentence ‘the student is Fire, the word 
‘Hire,’ applying to the student only indirectly (or figuratively), cannot 
apply indirectly to any other object (through the student), This will 
be explained later on, under the Satra VI—iii—32. 

As for such nogations as those of the Pradhana of the Sankhyas and 
the like, these too cannot be said to be based upon any Imposition ; 
becauso they may be oxplained in the following manner: The sentence— 
‘there is no Pradhana’ only points out that there is no Pradhdna, apart 
from such causes of the Universe, as the Atoms, Bodies, &c. That is to 
say, the word ‘ Pradhana’ pertains to the Cause of the Universe ; and it 
is such a Pradhana that is denied by tho Bauddha and others, on the 
ground that there can be no such cause apart from such causes as Atoms 
(as held by the Naiyayika), or a series of ‘ Bodies,’ and the like (as held by 
the Jaina) ; that is to say, the word ‘ Pradhana’ denotes nothing other 
than these atoms, &c.’ Therefore the secondary signification of these words 
also are based upon their own direct meanings; and as such there can 
be no incongruity in our theory as regards such relations. 

For these reasons, in the case of the sentence ‘ Yajamanah prastarah’ 
the yajumdna, having been cognised, indicates the character of fulfilling 
one’s own purpose; and tho prastaru and the é@kakapala too are found, 
indirectly, to servo the purposes of the yajumana ; and as such being 
indirectly indicated by the word ‘ yajamāna, ’ through their actions, they 
come to be taken as praised by means of that word (as shown above). 

Theso explanations also apply to the case of the similarities of origin, 


&c. as shown below. 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 


[In the passage—' Ggnirbrahmanah, the word ‘dgni’ is meant to be in 
praise of the Brahmana, &c., through the similarity of Origin (Sutra 24).] 


The Bhashya has cited as an instance under this head, the sentence 
‘ tignéyo brahmanah,’ where the word ‘ agnéya’ is said to be in praise of the 
Braéhmana. But the word ‘agnéya’—signifying as it does ‘one whose 
Deity is Agni’— is applicable to the Brahmana directly, and there need not 
be an indirect signification in this case ; because there is no doubt that the 
Brahmana has some sort of relationship with Agni; and this is all that is 
signified by the nominal affix in the word. It is not necessary that it is only 
an offering that can be related to a Deity ; because the offerer of the sacri- 
fice also has some rolationship with the Deity; and as such this can very 
well be spoken of as belonging to him; as the Bhashya itself says later on : 
‘The Deity belongs to tho sacrificing person also.’ And hence this word 
cannot serve as the proper example in the present connection. 

Therefore we must cite as instances such assertions as ‘ The Brahmana 
is Agni;’ where the word directly signifying the Fire, indirectly points to 
the Brahmana, through the quality of being born from Prajapati’s mouth 
(which is common to Agni aud to the Braélmana), 

By the word ‘jai’ here is meant ‘janma’ or origin; and though in 
reality there is no such thing (as the origin or birth of Fire) yet 
inasmuch as the fact of Agni and Brahmana having been produced out of 
Prajapati’s mouth has been described in an Arthavdda passage, it can serve 
as the basis for the figurative expression used in the sentence in question, 
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[In the sentence ‘yajamano yiépah’ and in ‘ddityd yipah, the yupa is 
praised by the words ‘ yajamdna’ and ‘Aditya’ through the similarty of shape 
(Sétra 25). ] 

Objection: “ Saritpya or similarity is the basis of all figurative expres- 
sions; why then should it be cited as the basis of a particular expression ? ” 

Reply: True it is so; but the ‘Sariipya’ or similarity meant here is 
that of shape, which is perceptible to the eye. For instance, the upright- 
ness and the brighiness due to the painting, belonging to the sacrificial post 
(yipa) are visible to the eye, and itis through these properties that it is 
eulogised by means of the words ‘ yajamana’ and ‘iiditya’ (the master 
of the sacrifice and the sun being both upright and bright). Because the 
sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the fact of the 
yajamāna being utilised as the sacrificial post ; because in that case the 
yyamana being stuck up in the ground (like the post) and having the 
animal tethered to him, could not perform the duties of the yajamāna ; 
and this would bea most absurd incongruity. As for the Sun, it is 
absolutely impossible for him to bo employed as the post. Even ifa 
certain person, atheistically inclined, would make a wooden image of tho 
Sun (and then employ this image as the post) then too the word ‘ Sun ’ 
would apply to such an image only indirectly ; and in that case rather than 
admit of an indirect signification in an Injunction, it would be far more 
reasonable to accept itin an Arthavada. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[In the sentence ‘ apagavo vd anyé gogvébhyah, pagavo goaguah ’—the word 
‘apagu’ is an indirect praise of the Cow and the Horse, through mere Praise 


(Sütra 26). ] 


Objection: “ It has been shown above that all figurative expressions 
are based upon praise; why then should it be brought in as the basis of a 
particular figurative expression ? ” 

Reply: True; but in all other cases Praise is the result of the figura- 
tive expression, while in the sentence in question it forms its basis, just 
like tho similarity of shape, &e. 

“ But how can it be so P ” 

The word ‘ pagu’ having signified the excellence of the cow and tho 
Horse, the negative compound ‘ apacu’ indicates the absence of that ex- 
cellence in all other animals. 

As a matter of fact, however, it is not that the form of the ‘pagu’ 
(animal) docs not belong to the buffalo, &c.; because any such assertion 
would bo contradicting a fact of ordinary sense-perception ; nor can the 
assertion ‘apagavo vā anyé gogvébhyah’ (all others besides the cow and the 
horse are non-animals) bo taken as the mere denial of the true functions 
of the animal, in the buffalo, &c., because such animal-functions have 
been described in many Vedic passages, as belonging to these also. 

Nor can it be held that these sentences could be taken as optional 
alternatives to the sentence that denied their animal functions. Bocause 
there is a distinct difference in the authoritative character of the two de- 
clarations ; as in the case of the declaration of the functions belonging to 
the buffalo, &c., the Injunctions already exist; whereas iu the case of the 
other declaration, the Injunction will have to be assumed. And when the 
use of the word ‘non-animal ’ can be very easily explained as being in praise 
of the Cow and the Horse, there is no pressing need for assuming any such 
Injunction ; specially as in both cases the abandoning of the direct signi- 
fication is equally necessary (in the case of the Praise ‘ pagu ’=exccllent, 
while in the other case, it = performing the functions of the animal); and 
further, in the case of such an assumption, the sentence ‘ pagavo gogvah’ 
would be a useless repetition. Nor is it quite possible to deny the exis - 
tence (in the buffalo) of the actions and properties inhering in the class 
‘animal’ (by the word ‘ apagu’) ; nor too can this word be taken as deny- 
ing the existence of such properties as are peculiar to the Cow and to the 
Hose; because in that case too, the assertion would not be of much use ; 
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because this fact is pointed out by the word ‘ anyé’ in the sentence (and 
hence the use of ‘apagu’ would be wholly redundant). And it is absolute- 
ly necessary that the negative prefix in ‘ apagu’ should have a function only 
when that which is to be negatived (viz, the character of the animal) has 
been duly comprehended by means of the word after it (‘ pagu’) ; because 
there can be no negation, when there is nothing to be negatived. 

Nor can there be any uso for any other meaning of the word ‘ apagu’ 
than mere eacellence; and from its connection with the word, ‘Cow’ and 
‘ Horse, ’ it is clear that it signifies excellence; although it is also capable 
of signifying non-excellence (of other animals), yet as the context does not 
stand in need of any mention of non-excellence, it must be taken (even if 
referred to other animals) as denying the excellence; but as any such mere 
denial does not serve a useful purpose, the word must be taken to in- 
dicate, through this denial, the superior excellence of others (viz., the Cow 
and the Horse). 

The full signification of the sentence therefore comes to be this: 
There is no other excellence in other animals, in comparison with the Cow 
and the Horse; and hence the indirect denial of excellence contained in 
the word ‘apagu,’ is due to the praise of the Cow and the Horse. And 
(though it is the denial of the excellence of other animals that is thus 
found to lead to the praise of the Cow and the Horse, and as such this 
Praise cannot be said to be the means of the said denial, yet) wo speak of 
the Praise as preceding the denial, because there can be no other reason for 
the latter. In any other case, howover, whenever tho praise would be found 
to appear after the denial, it would not be spoken of as its means. 
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ADHIKARANA (16). 


[In the sentence ‘ Srshtirupadadhati,’ the name ‘ Srshti’ is applied to 
all the Mantras in question on the ground of the word being found in a great 
number of them (Sutra 27). } 


If on the strength of the verb ‘ upadadhati’ we accept the sentence 
to be an Injunction,—then the great difficulty would be that there are no 
bricks, that, either in cluss or in the properties possessed, are differentiated 
from other bricks, by the same ‘ Srshéi’ ; because any bricks, that may 
be put into the altar with these Mantras, may be called ‘ Srshtt.? Andif the 
sentence be taken as an Injunction (i.e., if the Mantras containing the word 
‘ Srshtt’ were enjoined with reference to the putting up of the bricks) 
in general, then the whole process of the putting up would be pervaded 
over by these Mantras, and as such there would be absolutely no use for 
those Mantras, which, though not laid down by means of any direct In- 
junction, are yet employed in the putting up of the bricks, in accordance 
with their uses pointed out by the expressive power of certain words con- 
tained in them and by the context in which they occur. For this reason, 
inasmuch as all these Mantras are found to be applicable to the putting 
up, as pointed out by the contexts in which they occur, the word ‘ Srshti’ 
must be taken as pointing to only a few of the Mantras to bo so employed ; 
and through the peculiar signification of the word ‘ Srshti’ (as that in 
which this word is present) the word in the sentence in question must 
be taken as employed with a view to eulogise all the Mantras used at the 
putting up of the bricks. 

To this, some people make the following objection: “ The putting up 
‘fof the bricks being included in the collecting of them laid down elsewhere, 
“and the Mantras to be employed in it being duly pointed out by the con- 
“ text, as also by the expressive power of certain words contained in the Man- 
“ tras themselves, it could have nothing todo with any Arthavdda, appear- 
“ing apart from itself; because the compatibility of the Arthavada lies in 
“the fact of its forming one sentence (or being taken along) with the In- 
“junction, as we have already shown under Sūtra I—ii—42. Nor do we 
“find any other accessory mentioned, to which the sentence in question 
“t could refer. And thus then, the sentence comes to serve the only purpose 
“of rejecting (other bricks) (i.e., the meaning of the sentence comes to be 
that we should make use of no bricks other than those that are put np 
“with the particular Mantras) ; and hence the uselessness of the sentence 
‘continues as before; and it is necessary to point out its use.” 
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To this, some people make the following reply : It is the putting up 
that is enjoined by the sentence; and the Mantra is referred to only with a 
view to show the great importance of the putting up,—the purport of the 
sentence being that the putting up is so very excellent that it is done 
with such important Mantras. It cannot be urged that this putting up is 
employed in the collecting (of the bricks); because mere collecting would 
be accompanied by the mere piling together of the bricks (whereas 
putting up moans the arranging of them in a particular order, in making 
the sacrificial altar). Nor could the putting up be said to be of the bricks 
collected together; because, inasmuch as the putting up is laid down with 
reference to the bricks, its injunction would have to be repeated with regard 
to each individual brick of the collection. And further, even though the 
putting up may be pointed out by the mention of collecting, yet it would 
be necessary to mention it where it has been mentioned, in order to show 
that the name of ‘ Adhvaryava’ belongs to the action ; which would show that 
the putting up of all the bricks is to be done by a single person, the Adh- 
varyu priest. While if the putting up were left to be inferred from the 
mention of the collecting, there would be no such fixity as to its performer. 
Nor could all the Mantras be employed in the said putting up; as some 
of them do not have any such particular use expressed by any words in 
themselves; and these could be employed in the holding of tho bricks 
also. 

Then again, the bricks, directly mentioned in the Brahmanas, being 
utilised in the middle altar (as will be shown later on), and the nature 
of these bricks being incapable of being ascertained without being con- 
nected with the Mantras whereby the putting up is performed, it becomes 
necessary, even for the accomplishment of the middle altar, to connect 
the Mantras with the putting up. Such being the case, those Mantras 
that appear in the chapter on Aupdnuvakya, not being capable of any 
relationship (with any action) without explicit directions, the sentence 
in question cannot be said to be useless. 

Nor is it absolutely necessary that the Qatra should be taken as assert- 
ing the character of an Arthavdda (to belong to the sentenco in question) ; 
as all that the Sütra does is to show that, inasmuch as the word ‘ Srshti’ 
happens to occur in a greater number of the Mantras in question, the namo 
is applied to all of thom. And hence we cannot very well take the sentence 
to be an Injunction of the Srshtis as the materials to be employed. 

The Bhashya, however, only points out that the sentence could not be 
taken as an Injunction without taking certain words in the figurative sense 
(which is not allowable in an Injunction), and that for this reason, it 
must be taken as a descriptive Artharāda. And what this means is that, 
though the Mantras in quostion are spoken of as one collective whole, as 
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in the sentence ‘he hymns by a single hymn, ’—yet the distinguishing word 
‘ Srshti’ is found only among a few of them, such as the Anuvdkya, &e. ; 
and hence if the word ‘ Srsh't’ were applied to all the Mantras, it would be 
abandoning its direct signification, and accepting an indirect one (which 
is not allowable in an Injunction); and while indirectly indicating tho 
Mantras (not containing the word) it would also denote those that do 
contain it; and this would be a very complicated process. If, however, 
it is taken as a mere descriptive eulogy of tho putting up, any recourse to 
indirect or figurative expression canuot be considered undesirable. 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The case of the word pranabhrtah’ in the sentence ‘ pranabhrita upada- 
dhati’ is the same as that of the word ‘ Srshti’ described above; the only dif- 
ference being that in this case, this distinguishing word is found in fewer 
Mantras (Sutra 28). } 


The Objection and the Reply, in the case of the word ‘ pranabhrtah’ are 
the same as those in the case of the word ‘ Syrshti’; and tho only reason 
why this is treated of separately is that in this case the word, though 
found in fewer Mantras, is applied to many of them. And as before, so in 
this case also, the original denotation is not wholly abandoned; and as 
such this process of indirect Indication is admitted, as it is often found that 
when the whole is mentioned, it brings about an idea of the part also. 

[That is to say, the Indirect signification of a word being defined as one 
that is based upon the relationship of certain properties indicated by the 
direct denotation, though, in the cases in question words like ‘ Srshti’ 
are found to be used figuratively (indirectly), yet, inasmuch as such a 
word is unable to indicate any properties not connected with itself,—such, for 
instance, as a multitude,—and the multitude extending over all its con- 
stituents—even if one of these constituents is left out, the wholo multitude 
becomes left out; and hence the word must be taken as pointing out the tak- 
ing in of all tho constituents. When, however, the figurative oxpression is 
differentiated from Indication on the ground of the former altogether neglect- 
ing the original meaning while the latter retains a trace of it, the significa- 
tion of the word ‘ Sysht:’ would be of the form of Indication, Thus then], 
the Cloka quoted should be construed thus: Ina case where the word ne- 
glects all relationship ofits original denotation, and points only to the form of 
a property of that which is denoted by it directly,—in the case of such a word 
the only comprehonsion that it brings about is that of the form of the object 
defined, and not of tho definer also (because this forms only the means of 
the comprehension of the former). While in the case of the words ‘ Srshiz’ 
and the liko, the Syshti (directly denoted by the word) being abandoned by the 
multitude or collection of Mantras indicated by that word, on the ground 
of some of them containing that word,—inasmuch as the name does not 
extend over all the Mantras, the mere mention of tho defining word not 
giving an idea of the whole Multitude,—it necessarily takes within itself an 
idea of the defining word ‘ Srshti’ also; and hence in this case the cognition 
of both the defining word and the defined is purely verbal. 
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ADHIKARANA (18). 
[Treating of the fact of all doubts being removed by subsequent pussages.] 


Sutra (28): In all doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is 
arrived at by the help of subsequent passages. 


The Injunction and the Eulogy are always held to pertain to the same 
object; and hence if there is any doubt with regard to one of these, the real 
fact is ascertained by the help of the other (e.g., in the case of the Injunction 
‘the pebbles should be wetted,’ there arises a doubt as to the material with 
which the wetting is to be done; and this is set aside by the concluding 
‘sentence (Butter only is glory ’). 

Question :“ What could be the ground for any such doubt ? Some people 
“hold that the ground lies inthe fact of the Injunction refering to the object 
“ Butter in its generic form. But thisis not quite a correct answer; because 
“in that case the Injunction would bring about a definite idea with regard 
“ to the generic forms, (and there could be no doubt). It may be asked— 
“Show can there be any idea of the generic forms of objects, without any 
“specificatious P? But to this we reply that such an idea would be exactly 
“like what we have in the caseof Butter; that is to say, in the case of Butter 
“also, there may be a doubt as to whether it is fresh or stale, produced out 
“of the milk of the cow, or from that of the buffalo; and just as in this 
“case, without any specification, we have have an idea of Butter in general, 
“and there is no doubt in our minds, so exactly in the same manner,—in 
“ the sentence—‘ the pebbles should be wetted...... Butter is glory itself ’— 
“all doubts with regard to the word ‘ butter ’ ceases, by taking it to denote all 
“viscous liquids that can be utilised in the wetting of the pebbles. 

“ With a view to these arguments others hold that the doubt arises on 
“account of the mention, in the subsequent Arthavada of a particular 
“ material in the shape of Butter. But even this is not quite correct; be- 
‘ causo such a specification would be all the more a reason for arriving at a 
“ dofinite conclusion; for instance, there is no doubt in our minds, on hear- 
“ing the sentence, ‘ bring the cow, the white one.’ ” 

But this Analogy does not quite apply to the case in question ; because 
if the specification were coutained in the Injunction itself (as it is iu the in- 
stance you have cited) then thero could be nodoubtin the mind of any person ; 
but if, in the instance you have cited, the specification were contained in a 
subsequent Arthavada passage (as there is in the case in question), the chance 
of doubt would be as great in this as in the sentence in question. 
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That is to say, if the sentence were in the form—“ the pebblesshould be 
wetted by butter ”—theu there would be no room for any doubt; on the 
other hand, if the sentence you have cited were in the form of the sentence 

in question—as “ bring the cow......the white one is excellent,”—then there 
would certainly be a ground for doubt; aud then this would also form a fit 
object of the present discussion. Hence, inasmuch as in the case of the 
sentence in question, the generic object is mentioned in one place, while the 
specific one is mentioned in another, this cannot but give rise to a 
doubt. 

On account of this doubt, some people hold that the Injunctive sen- 
tence is something quite apart from the Arthavada sentence; and in support 
of this they bring forward the following arguments :— 

“If both of them formed a single sentence, it would end with the 
“ pointing out of the specific object (Butter); and as such the sentence asa 
“ whole bringing about the idea of this particular object, there would be no 
“ room for any doubt. If, however, they are taken as two distinct sentences, 
“then one being found to point out the generic object (any liquid), 
“ while the other speaks of a specific object (Butter), it is only natural that 
« there should be a doubt. Though it has been explained above that the 
“ Arthavada forms a single sentence with the Injunction,—yet this only 
“refers to the subsequent relationship of the two, which is just like the re- 
“ lationship of the Primary sentence with the Subsidiary sentences; for 
“ instance, it is only after the sentences have only ended with the significa- 
“ tion of their own meanings, that they are joined together into one (com- 
‘‘ plete) sentence, in accordance with their respective primary or subsidiary 
“ character.” 

But this theory does not appear quite reasonable, because those indi- 
vidual collections of words, which serve to signify things that are of use in 
the performance of certain actions, can very rightly be taken as separate 
sentences. As for the Arthavdda passage, however, we find that before it 
has been coupled with an Injunction, it remains absolutely useless; and 
hence it cannot be admitted to be joined to the Injunction, before it has 
signified its own meaning. If the two were totally independent of each 
other, there could he no doubt at all; as one would rest in the signification 
of the generic, as the other in that of the specific object; and whichever 
thing is mentioned in any sentence it is comprehended without any doubt, 
by means of that sentence. 

It may be urged that— the Injunction resting in the generic object 
“ could be subsequently specified, exactly like a Mantra, which is at first 
‘‘ comprehended in its general bearing, and then subsequently comes to be 
*‘ recognised in its specific bearings (on particular sacrifices).” But in that 
case the subject would become included iu tho Adhikerana treating of 
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Mantras, and its mention on the present occasion would be a useless re- 
petition. 

Thus then, it is only when they are taken as forming the two parts of 
a single sentence, that the beginning of the sentence being found to refer to 
the generic object, and the end to the specific object, there would be an ap- 
parent contradiction; but it is a recognised fact that the two must refer to 
tho same object; and hence the question very naturally arises as to the 
signification of which part of the sentence is to be modified in accordance 
with that of the other. 

The Bhashya puts the question—‘ Which is the more reasonable ? ” 
And the sense of this is that the direct signification is the more reasonable, 
and not the indirect Indication. 

And the doubt being thus established, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Tnasmuch as Arthavadas are subsidiary to the Injunction, and are 
“ merely descriptive, it is in them that we can have figurative expressions ; 
“the Injunction, on the other hand, being the principal factor, we can have 
“ nono init; specially as at the time that the Injunction appears, there has ap- 
“ pearcd no A thavāda, on account of the contradiction of which any word in 
“the Injunction could be taken figuratively. 

“That is to say, that which is enjoined is praised; and vice versa ; and 
“the Injunction, referring to something that has not been got at before, 
“cannot be separated from the direct denotation of its words. If the 
“sentence had begun with the Arthavada—1z.e., if we had it in the form 
“< Butter verily is glory,...the pebbles should be wetted ’—then in considera- 
“tion of the priority of the comprehension of the meaning of the Arthavada 
“we might perhaps make the signification of the Injunction subservient to 
‘it; but as a matter of fact the sentence begins with the Injunction—‘ the 
“ pebbles should be wetted’ ;—and hence the generic object having been pre- 
“ viously signified by the Injunction, if the Arthavada be found to be unable to 
“apply to it, is would be absolutely useless ; and as such the Arthavada can 
“ never be independent of the Injunction. While, as for the object of the 
« Injunction, it is quite capable of independent existence; and as such it 
“can never be made subservient to the Arthavada; whereas the <Arthavdda 
“cannot but be subservient to the Injunction. And further, the specific 
“object (Butter) can always indicate its concomitant generic object (li- 
“quid in general), but the generic not being always accompanied by any par- 
“ticular specific object, it could never indicate this latter. And hence we 
“conclude that the word ‘butter’ in the Arthavada signifies all oily liquids 
“iu general. 
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“And again, the Injunction speaking of the general object, could apply 
“to the Butter, only with the help of the Arthavada; whereas it would re- 
“fer to all oily substances in general, without any help of the Arthavada 
“ (and hence it is the latter view that is the more reasonable of the two). 
“ As for instance, even when the Soma is held up with the Mantra sacred to 
“ Rudra, it is not offered to Rudra alone; because the Soma for other Deities 
“is capable of being held without a Mantra; in the same manner, the 
“ Injunction could point to oil, fat and other such substances, without the 
“ help of the Arthavdda. And again, with regard to that fact with reference 
“to which we find a Praise, the Injunction loses all its persuasive power; 
“ whereas in that which is not praised, its persuasive faculty remains 
“unimpeded, 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ Butter’ in the Arthavada 
“ must be taken as signifying all oily substances.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: The functioning of the 
Injunction is not complete until it has beon made attractive (by means 
of the Arthavada); hence finding the praise applied to the Butter, we 
infer the Injunction also to apply to the same. Though it is true that at 
the outset the Injunction refers to evon such substances as oil, fat and the 
like, yet on account of the Praise, it is concluded that it refers to the 
Butter alone, and not to oil and fat, which two therefore are not to be 
used in the wetting of the pobbles. Bocause with reference to oil and fat 
the persuasive power of the Injunction will have to be assumed, while 
with reference to the Butter, that power is already present (in the 
Arthavida). And while this persuasive power already exists, if we were 
to assume another, syntactical split would be the inevitable result; and 
while accepting the porsuasion to rest in the Butter, if we were to assume 
another persuasion with regard to oil and fat, the Injunction would have 
two different forms, and there would bea split of the sentence. And hence 
wo conclude that Oil, Fat, &c., cannot even form the objects of the Injunc- 
tion. 

Even though the word in the Injunction be a generic one, that would 
make no difference; because any wetting by a generic entity being impos- 
sible, there is a need of the mention of a particular entity; and as 
the only such entity that is mentioned is the Butter, spoken of in the 
concluding sentence, we naturally infer the generic word in the Injunction 
to refer to it. And even if the Butter form the generic signification of the 
word in question, there would be nothing incongruous in the rejecting 
of oil, &c.,—none of which are exprossed by any word—through the direct 
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denotation of the word. All that this does is to remove the doubt; and in 
this it does not contradict the evidence of any means of right notion. 

Then again, in the case in question it is the mere action of wetting that 
is enjoined, and not the Material (with which the wetting is to be done). 
And the Action could indicate any and every material, if there were 
no Vedic passage pointing to any one particular material. In the case 
in question, however, we find a distinct Arthavdda in connection with Butter ; 
and hence when the generic form of the Injunction makes it necessary for 
us to assume a definite particular material, which is not mentioned in the 
Injunction itself,—there can be no ground for assuming any other save 
that which is eulogised in the Arthavada; and hence we conclude the 
Injunction to mean that the pebbles are to be wetted with butter. And 
though there might be certain delusive notions of Oil, Fat, &c., yet inas- 
much as there is no basis for these, no harm is done in rejecting them alto- 
gether. 

Aud further, if we accepted the Injunction to refer to oil, &c., there 
would be a threefold Indication: wiz. (1) the Action would indicate the 
Material, (2) the Material in general would indicate the particular Material, 
and (3) the word ‘ Butter’ would indicate the generic entity. 

Hence we conclude that it is the using of the Butter only that is sup- 
ported by evidence. 

Other commentators have cited certain Mantras also as objects included 
under the present Adhikarana. But in that case, the Mantras having been 
treated of here, what would be left for being considered in the closing 
Adhikarana of the sixth Adhyaya. 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


[The indefinite is defined by the help of the peculiar potentialities of the 
Injunction. | 


Sutra (30): Or, it is by means of the potency ; since this forms 
& part (of the word). 


In a doubtful case, where there is no subsequent sentence to help us, 
the real fact is ascertained by means of that potency which forms part of 
the Injunction. 

For instance, in the case of bowing before a god with a view to pro- 
pitiating him, the word ‘añjali’ denotes the two bands joined together 
flatly, palm to palm; whereas in such sentences as ‘one should not 
drink water with the añjali, the same word denotes the two hands joined 
together in such a way as to appear like an elongated cup. And then, 
coming across the Injunction of Saktuhoma, wherein the flour is laid down 
as to be offered by the ‘añjali, there is a doubt as to the way in which 
the two hands should be joined together; and there being no subsequent 
sentence helping to clear the doubt, we conclude the word to signify the 
cup-like shape, because no other shape could serve the purpose of making 
the offering. 

Objection : “ Such being the case, according to this rulo, inasmuch as 
‘“ we have a subsequent sentence in the form ‘ one should do what he can,’ 
“it would seem that even the blind are entitled to the performance 
“ of sacrifices, though apparently not to the looking into the butter, &c.” 

Reply : This could not be, because there is no doubt in the matter; what 
we have said above is only with a view to the removal of doubts; and 
there is no doubt with regard to any persons being entitled to sacrifices ; 
specially as the subsequent sentence referred to isin the form—‘ one 
should perform the sacrifice with all its accessories in the best way he can ;’ 
and we actually find that there are many performers of these complete 
sacrifices, in the person of people with eyes intact; and hence there is no 
Apparent Inconsistency in the Injunction of the Action (which could serve 
as a ground for assuming the blind to be entitled to its performance). 
It is only in tho case of the Injunctions of those actions that are 
laid down as to be performed throughout one’s life, that after a person 
has onco begun it, if hc happen to become blind, he must continue it; and 
tho leaving off of those details which his new conditions will have made 
impossible, would not vitiate the performance of the sacrifice as a whole ; 
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and this we shall readily admit. Hence it follows that so long as the 
Injunction has not reached its true position, whatever is assumed (with 
a view to accomplish it) has a Vedic authority; after however the 
Injunction has been fully established, if anything happens to be assumed, 
it would have no authority, as originating from a human agent. Specially 
as the purposes of the subsequent sentence are served, in this case, by the 
peculiar potency (of the Injunction itself). 

Tt is with a view to this that it has been said—just as the text of the 
Smrtis is a means of the comprehension of their meaning, so also is their 
peculiar potency (or expressiveness). And it is for this reason that the 
details that are signified by such potencies are not mentioned directly if 
the Veda, which makes direct mention of only a thousandth part of it. 


Having entered into the impregnable Fortress of Dharma,—which 
has many inlets to it in the shape of Mantras, Injunctions and 
Arthavadas, wherein the Smriis take the place of weapons, and which is 
protected on all sides by the various branches of the Veda,—the 
author now proceeds to consider the whole subject of the meaning of 
Vedic texts. 


End of the Fourth Pada of the First Adhyāya. 


Here Ends Adhydya I. 
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ADHYAYA II, 
Papa I. 


The Introductory Varicke. 


In the opening passage, the Bhashya points out the conncction between 
the two Adhyéyas—First and Second. 

“ But at the very outest, we meet with the sentence—‘In the First 
“ Adhyāya, the definition of Pramānas has been given, This is not 
“quito correct; because as a matter of fact, the author of the 
“‘Sdtra has not given any definition of Pramdnas. For that is called 
“a definition which serves to differentiate a certain object from others 
“similar to it; and we find that the Saras have not been any such 
“definition of Sense-perception and the other Praménas. Then again, 
“Inference and the rest have not even been mentioned in the Sutras ; 
“as for Sense-perception, that too has been montioned in tho Sätra, only 
“ as not beinga means of knowing Dharma; and not as something to be defined. 
“ Even Verbal Authority has not, iu the First Adhyaya, been defined as a 
“ Pramana; in fact it is only in the present Adkikaraxa, that it is going 
“to be defined as such. Though it is true that the author of the Vriti 
“ has supplied us with the definitions of all the Pramanas, yet this fact 
“cannot justify us in speaking of such definition as forming the ‘sub- 
“ ject-matter of the First Adhyaya’; for the simple reason that those de- 
“ finitions do not form the subject of the Sétras. How too, could it be 
“possible for the Sdtras to lose all their force in regard to a subject 
“ totally different from their own subject-matter ? 

“Secondly, the author of the Vrtti too has spoken of the six 
“ Pramdnas, only as not forming the real objects of enquiry (on the ground 
“of their well-known character); and as such, even on the strength of 
“the Vrtti, a dofinition of the six Pramanas cannot be spoken of as tho 
“ subject-matter of tho Adhyaya, That is to say, the Vrtti having spoken 
“of them only as not forming the objects of enquiry, any definition of 
“these cannot rightly be spoken of as forming the real subject-matter 
“of the Adhyaya.” 

In view of these reasons, the Bhdskya should be taken in referenco to 
what has gone in the First Adhyaya. Thus then, the expression ‘ Pramana- 
lakshanam’ (Definition of Pramanas) must be taken as=‘ codandlakshanam’ 
(Definition of Codand) ; as tho treatment of Injunctions, &c., as occurring 
in the First Adhyaya, only serves the purpose of establishing the authority 
of Oodana. 

That is to say, the whole of the First Pada of tho First Adhydya forms 
part of tho Second Sūtra, whorein Dhurmu has been spoken of as having 
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the Codana for its lakshana (means of knowing). The word ‘ lakshana ” 
having its significance thus pointed out, the word ‘ Pramdna’ occurring 
(in the Bhashya) along with it, must be taken as ‘ that which is known, — 
viz., Dharma ; for though the word ‘ Pramdana’ (taken in the sense ‘ pramiyaté 
yat’) would refer to all that 1s known, yet in the present instance, it can- 
not but be taken as referring particularly to Dharma; as this is what 
forms the subject-matter of the enquiry. 

Or, the word ‘pramaéna’ might also be taken in the sense of the 
means (of knowing); then too, it is the ‘ lakshana’ of this that has been 
described in the First Adhyaya. Though it is true that the First Adhyaya 
does not contain the definitions of all the means of knowing, yet, inas- 
much as it has defined the means of knowing Dharma as ‘ Oodand,’ the 
Bhishya speaks of it as having supplied the definition of Pramdna. 
For it is not necessary that in order to be a definition of Pramana, 
it should speak of Praméinas in all their bearings; because the number of 
the particular forms of Pramanas being endless, there could be no definition 
of Pramdnas at all. And as a matter of fact, the particular form of Pramana 
meant is distinctly mentioned in Sätra 1-1-5, which points to a particular 
scripture (to the exclusion of all others). 

Or, the Bhashya may be taken as summing up the subject-matter of 
the First Adhyaya, in view of the fact that the Adhyaya contains a full 
definition of the particular Pramfna that was laid down as the object of 
enquiry—viz., Oodand. Hence, even though the sūtra has not pointed out 
the forms of Injunctions, Mantras or Arthavadas, yet it has fully 
established the fact of all these serving useful purposes in connection with 
Dharma, with regard to which, therefore, they may be rightly aceepted 
as Pramana; and it was only for want of a proper opportunity that the 
spocific forms of these have not been pointed out in detail. 

Then (in the subsequent Pddas, it has been shown that) the 
character of Pramdna, as belonging to the Smytis depends upon the fact 
of these having their basis in the Veda; that of Names depends upon the 
fact of their being included in Qodan@ itself; while that of Supplementary 
Explanations and Indirect Implication, depends upon the fact of these 
serving the useful purpose of settling doubtful points. And thus there is 
nothing incongruous in speaking of the whole Adhyāya as treating of the 
lakshana of Pramdanas. 

Then, says the Bhashya—This fact should not be lost sight af ; that is 
to say, it is only when one bears in mind the fact of the Veda being the 
Pramñna for Dharma, that he can bear the discussions with regard to the 
difference, &c., among sacrifices , such as those introduced in Sutra II —ii—2; 
otherwise one would always hold that the Veda is absolutely useless. 

[The Bhishya says: We next proceed to consider the Praménas and the 
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Subsidiaries, &c., &c., and on this an objection is raised] “ As a matter of 
u fact we find that the consideration of the Primary and Subsidiary 
character of actions is contained in Adhyayas III & IV; why then 
“ should this be spoken of in connection with the present Adhyaya f?” 

To this come people offer the explanation that the present Adhyaya 
treats of the Primary and Subsidiary characters, as subsisting between 
Substances and Actions ; while the subsequent Adhyayas treat of that 
subsisting between Action and Action; and as such there is no repetition. 

But this explanation is not quite correct ; because in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, under Sutra IV—iii—1, we find all of tlrese—Substances, 
&c.,— distinctly mentioned. Consequently, to the above objection, we 
muke the following reply: What is explained in the present Adhydya is 
that one Action is known to be different from another on account of the 
two being mentioned by different words ; and it is in the wake of this 
difference that we have an explanation of the difference among the 
Apirvas (resulting from the Actions) ; and lastly, it is for the purpose of 
ascertaining which is the Action that brings about the Apūrva, that we 
have the consideration of the fact of Actions having tle character of tlio 
Primary or the Subsidiary. 

That is to say, (1) the difference among Actions is the natural 
(direct) subject-matter of the Adhydya; and the mention of the 
non-difference among certain actions is only a denial of the aforesaid 
difference. (2) And with a view to establish the difference and 
non-differonce of Actions, we have an explanation of the difference and 
non-difference of their Apérvas. (3) Thus then, so far, it would secm 
that for each distinct Action there is a distinct Apārva ; and here comes 
in the use of the consideration—as contained in Adhikarana 1]I—of the 
Primary and Subsidiary character of Actions, which serves to set aside 
the former misconception with regard to Apirvas (inasmuch as it shows 
that it is only the Primary Action that has a distinct Apdrva of its own). 
For instance, even in the case of the sentences ‘ Vrihin prokshati’ and 
‘Vrihkin avahante,’ though the words ‘avakanti’ and ‘ prokshott’ aro 
differont, and as such though the true Actions are distinctly cognised to 
be different, yet inasmuch as these Actions are found to have their sole 
end in the visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its cleaning), we 
conclude that they cannot bring about any Apiirva (transcendental 
result), As for the Apérva that is held to follow from the restriction of 
the method of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it does not result 
from an Action, and as such is of no consequence in the present context, 
Hence we find that it is only when certain Actions have a distinctly 
primary character with reference to the substance, &c., that they are cog- 
nised as leading to distinct Apérvas, and as such being totally distinct 
Actions. And it is for the due differentiation of such primary and 
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subsidiary character, that the Satra (in Adhyayas IlI & IV) will supply us 
with full explanations of such character; and it is an exception to these 
explanations that are delineated in the two Adhikararas contained in Sitras 
JI—i—9, and II—i—13. 

Thus then, the two characters of Verbs having been pointed out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of ‘ Denotativeness’; and in con- 
nection with this, we have a consideration of the character of Mantras; 
and then follow the definition, &., of these; and thus these defini- 
tions, &c., treated of to the very end of the Pada, are indirectly con- 
nected with the main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference 
among Actions, as based upon the difference of words, and repetition (of 
Injunctions), the Sūtra will point out, under the Adhikarana on ‘ Paurna- 
misya’ (II—ii—3 et seq.), an exception to the fact of ‘ Repetitions’ being 
a ground of difference ; because in the particular case in question the fre- 
quent repetitions are taken only as explanatory to the whole Context. Then 
as an exception to this exception, we have the Adhikaranas in Satras II— 
ii—9 to20. Then the Séra proceeds to point out the difference among Actions 
as based upon differences of Number, Name and Properties; and the treat- 
ment of the difference of properties goes on till the commencement of the 
treatment of the differences of Oontert; and this continues till the be- 
ginning of the Adhikarana treating of the differences of the Branches 
or Rescensions of the Vedas. And herein is also contained a denial of 
any other ground of difference among Actions, save the six, treated of above. 

Thus then, the whole subject-matter of the Adhyaya on Differences is 
taken up in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the differences of 
Actions being based upon the difference of Name, Repetition, difference of 
Properties, and difference of Context. And itis necessary to explain this 
fact in detail; because such ascertainment of difference is absolutely 
necessary in the due knowledge of the relationship of subserviency between 
Actions; and as for other facts, the present is no opportunity for any 
mention of these. 

Thus alone can the connection of the Adhyāya be shown. Because 
(1) the relationship between the Primary and the Subsidiary, &o., is de- 
pendent upon a due ascertainment of differences among Actions; (2) it is 
only when the Action has been daly cognised that there can be any ques- 
tion as to a persou being entitled to its performance ; and (3) it is only 
when the Injunctions have been duly comprehended that there can be 
a transference of the properties of one Action to another. 

That is to say, until the Means of knowledge has been duly defined, 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda; and as such no 
discussion as to the marks of differences among Actions (treated of in 
Adh. II) can be introduced; and inasmnch as it is only in the case 
of Actions that have been found to be different, that there can be any 
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idea either of relationship of the Primary and the Subsidiary (Adh. III), 
or of their usefulness or otherwise (Adh. IV), or of the order of their 
performance (Adh. V),—none of these discussions could be raised, until 
we had thoroughly considered the marks of differences among Actions ; 
so too, it is only when the character of the Action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a certain 
person is entitled to its performance or not (Adh. VI); and thus we find 
that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing Adhydayas. 
In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII—XII, treating as they do of tho 
Transference of Properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunctions ; 
and as such the whole of this latter half of the sééras is found to be depen- 
dent upon the whole of the former half. 

And thus it is clear that after the consideration of the Pramana, next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adb. IT. 


Says the Bhashya: Shadvidhah karmabhédah, pabdantaram, &c., &o 
But inasmuch as those that are enumerated are not differences of Action 
(karmabhéda), (1) this word should be taken as meaning the ‘ grounds of 
such difference.’ Though in accordance with the order observed in the 
forthcoming Giétras, ‘ndmadhéya’ should have been mentioned just after 
‘sanjna,’ yet, on account of the fact of its being of the least importance, 
it is mentioned last. (2) Or the word ‘iti’ may be taken as indicat- 
ing the reason, the construction of the sentence being—‘ shaduidhah 
karmabheda iti ;’ i.e., the difference of Actions is of six kinds, as due to the 
following causes. (8) Or, the word ‘ bhéda’ may be taken in the Instru- 
mental sense (‘ bhidyate’ nëna) and thereby signifying the means of diferentia- 
tion of Actions, the word ‘karmabhedah’ could be directly taken along with 
‘gabdantaram, &e. That ‘Sajna’ and ‘ Cabdantara,’ and ‘ Sankhya’ and 
‘Guna,’ are not repetitions, we Shall explain later on. 

Ench of these six treating of altogether different objects, there can be 
no question as to their comparative authoritativeness, as there is among 
‘Direct Assertion,’ ‘Indirect Implication,’ &c, Therefore it is the ex- 
planation of Difference alone that forms the main subject of the present 
Adhyaya; all other discussions are cnly meant to be either Introductory 
or Supplementary ; as that discussion which helps the accomplishmentof tho 
main discussion is said to be ‘Introductory;’ while those that follow from 
the main discussion are known as ‘Supplementary.’ 

For instance, this following Adhikarana will be introductory to tho 
main discussion of the Adhyaya, because it treats of the difference among 
Apitrvas, which establishes that among the Actions, 


ADHIKARANA (1). 


The question to be treated of in this Adhikarana thus comes to bè 
this—which is the word (in an Injunction) which, being related to the resulty 
would point out the difference or non-difference among Apūrvas ? 

If the sentence or its meaning were one complote whole by itself (in 
the shape of Sphota), there would be no relevancy to the question (raised 
in the Bhashya) —dves each word signify Dharma ? It is for this roason that 
the Bhashya has added—TIn a sentence words have significations. 

But against this question, there is yet another objection: “ Dharma 
“has been declared to be capable of being known by means of the Codana 
“alone; then inasmuch as the Oodand is always in the form of a sentente, 
“ how can there be any question as to Dharma being signified by each of the 
“words? That is to say, if Dharma were directly denotable by words, 
“then alone could there be any question as to whether or notit is signified by 
“each word. As a matter of fact, however, Dharma (as constituting the 
“ meaning of the sentence) is only indirectly indicatable; and as such 
“ there is no room for any such question as put in the Bhashya.” 

To this the following reply is given: On account of its relationship 
to the Result, Dharma cannot but be recognised as denoted by the word; 
and hence it is only natural that there should be an enguiry as to whe. 
ther it is denoted by any one word or by all the words (in the Injunctive 
sentence). 

And then again, what is considered here is, not whether what is 
known as ‘Dharma’ is denoted by each of the words, but whether that 
which is denoted by each of the words comes to be Dharma, when cognised 
in the shape of the denotation of the Sentence, comprehended after its 
connection with the Result has been perceived; or that it is the meaning 
of a single word that, when aided by those of the other words, comes to 
be recognised as Dharma. It is only in accordance with this last alter- 
native that all the words in the sentence can be found to be signifying 
the fact of a single Action being Dharma; specially as the character 
of Dharma is held to belong to that alone which is the direct means to 
the accomplishment of the Result. There is no single thing which is de- 
noted by all the words; and as such all the words cannot be accepted tobe 
denotative of the Dharma. It is only that word which is found to be related 
to the word signifying the Result, that is taken to be oxpressive of Dharma, 
the direct means of the particular Agdrva (bringing about that Result). 


APURVA FOLLOWS FROM WHAT IS DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE RESULT. 47% 


ADHIKARANA (A). 
[The Apūrva follows from that which is directly connected with the result. | 


Thus then, the question resolves itsclf into this form—Are all the 
words connected with the Result, or only one of them? And on this, 
we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ Each one of the words is connected with the Result; because, inas- 
“ much as a uniform relationship is possible only with the principal factor 
“in a sentenco, —and as it is the Result that is the principal factor,—each 
“ one of the words must be taken as uniformly related to it. If we could 
“ perceive any difference among the words, whereby we could ascertain 
“that one of them, and not the rest, is related to the Result, then we 
“could accept the theory that only one word ts so related; so long, how- 
“ever, as we are not cognisant of any such difference, we cannot but 
“admit all the words to be related to it. If only one word were held to 
€ be connected with the Result, and all otber words to be conneeted with 
“ that word, then, in accordance with the Vajapéyddhikarana (Sittras V—ii 
‘¢ 1 et. seq.), that which would be denoted by that one word would, with 
“ referenco to the Result, have the threefold position of the Predicate, the 
“ Injunction and the Subsidiary ; while with reference to the other (namely 
“the material of the sacrifice) it would have the contrary threefold 
« character of the Subject, the Description and the Primary; and this 
“ contrariety of character would lead to a split of the sentence. On the 
“ other hand, when all the words are taken as Predicates with reference to 
‘the Result, then there is an uniformity of character, which makes a 
“ simultaneous relationship of the words possible. And asa rule, every- 
“ thing comes to be connected with the principal factor, whenever this is 
** nossible,—and hence the denotations of all the words, being related to the 
“ Result, must be admitted to be Dharma. And as to whether each of the 
“ Dharmas thus signified fulfils the full Result, as in the case of com- 
“ munistic sacrifices (where the complete Result accrues to each sacrificer), 
“or all of them conjointly accomplish it,—and as to whether they are to 
“ be employed as optional alternatives or all conjointly—, on these matters 
‘we can accopt any theory that we choose. But as a matter of fact, the 
“ most reasonable theory is that each of them fulfils the Result in its 
“ entirety; because the Result being an immense one, it cannot be men- 
“ tioned by a single word, and because each of them is distinctly cognised 
“as being capable by itself of accomplishing the Result, Or, in accord- 
“ anco with the conclusion arrived at under Sitras I1I—i—12 et. seg., the 
“ whole thing being mentioned by tho single sentenco, the Result may bo 
“held to be accomplished by all the Dharmas taken collectively. Or 
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“again, the Result being fulfilled by a single Dharma it cannot havo any- 
“ thing to do with any others; and as such, the Dharmas must be taken 
“ as optional alternatives.” 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


To all this we make the following reply: The Apdérva is held to 
follow only from that which is directly connected with the Result; and as 
this is accomplished by the relationship of the denotation ofa single word, 
there can be no ground for postulating the relationship of any others. 

That is to say, if the sole purpose of the sentence rested solely in the 
relationship of the Result, then, it might have been possible for the deno- 
tations of all the words to be connected with it. Asa matter of fact, 
however, the mere relationship of the Result not being enough for estab- 
lishing the full character of Dharma, it becomes necessary to assume an 
intermediate Apérva. And the only ground for such an assumption is the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of the Result, dc. Hence when 
this inconsistency of the sentence has been removed by the assump- 
tion of the Apirva, there is no ground for the assumption of any other 
unseen agency. And even he who would assume many Apéirvas must as- 
sume one Apiirva; and no sooner has this one Apirva been assumed than 
the aforesaid Inconsistency disappears, and leaves no ground for the as- 
sumption of any other Apiirva. For these reasons, there can be only one 
thing that can be related to the Result; and it is from this one thing that 
the Apirea proceeds; while all else only helps the action leading to the 
Result. Nor is there any contradiction (in the fact of the Action being 
signified by the single word of the Verb, while the Instrumontal ending 
is found in the word signifying the material); because the contradiction 
ean be explained away on the ground of the word in the Instrumental 
being taken as the name of the particular Action (i.e. the sentence 
‘ Gyénéna yajéta’ may be taken as ‘one should perform the sacrifice called 
Cyéna’); or when no other explanation is possible, the contradiction can 
be explained by having recourse to possessive indication ; e.g., the sentence 
‘ dagtpavitréna graham sammdarshit’ is taken as ‘one should purify the cup 
by a washing with the dagdpavitra.’ Or, the meaning of the verb may bo 
taken as referring to its Instrument, through the factor of the Result indi- 
cated indirectly. 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


[The Apirva is pointed out either by the Noun or by the Verb.] 


Now there arises the question—the denotation of which ove of the 
words should be connected with the Result? And the 
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PURVAPAKSHA. (B) 


is that, “as the assumption of unseen agencies is obviated by connecting 
the Result with any one of the words, there can be no fixed rule as to any 
one of these being so connected.” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


And to this we make the following reply: That which is connected 
with the Result is the Principal factor; while that which is related to the 
Principal factor is the Subsidiary; and hence the character of both the 
Primary and the Subsidiary cannot belong to one aud the same thing. 
That is to say, in a single sentence, one and the same word cannot, at one 
time, be the Principal, on account of its direct relationship to the Result, 
and at another time, the Subsidiary, on account of its being an aid to that 
‘which is directly related to the Result; because the character of the 
Principal and the Subsidiary is not variable. 

For these reasons, the Apūrva must be always admitted to be pointed 
out either by the Verb or by the Noun. 


ADHIKARANA (C). 
[Bhaivarthadhikarana.—All Verbs are indicative of the Bhavana, and the 
Apirva proceeds from this]. 

The Bhashya here raises the question—‘ What is a ‘ Bhava’ and what 
are ‘ Bhava-cabdas?’” This question emanates from one who holds that 
in a sentence, the predominant factor in the denotation of such verbs as 
‘sacrifices’ aud the like, is that which is signified by the affixes in them ; 
and that inasmuch as the conjugational affixes denote the Agent, the Verb 
cannot but be accepted as denoting either the sacrifice as qualified by the 
agent, or conversely, the agent as qualified by the sacrifice. Though a 
single question would also imply the other, yet, as without having quoted 
the words ‘ yafana, &c., the Bhashya has quoted the words ‘ yajati,’ &e., as 
donoting the Bhava,—it is clear that it is something superphysical that is 
meant by the word ‘ Bhavagabda ;’ and as such none of the two questions 
is redundant. 

To the questions thus put forward in the Bhashya, the upholder of 
the Giddhanta theory replies by interpreting the word ‘Bhdva’ as Bhi + uic 
+ac= Bhavana, and then by explaining the denotation of the verb to be 
purely concomitant with such Bhavani, and denying the fact of the verb 
denoting the Agent; and it is with all this in view that he quotes the 
verbs ‘Yujuti,’ de. sy ; 

The opponent however thinks that the denotation in question does not 
belong to anything besides the root ‘Bh’ with the causal affix, and 
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that the verbal affix can have nothing to do with the Bhävanā; specially as 
this latter is expressed by an altogethor different root; he further thinks 
that though there may be other roots that might denote the Bhavana, 
yet thoro are no affixes denotative of it; and that as a matter of fact, ever 
the roots, denoting as they do the sacrifico, &c,, are not capable of denoting 
the Bhavana ; with all this in view, the opponent has urged the argument : 
“The words ‘ yaga,’ ‘homa, &c.” 

To these arguments we make the following reply: All verbs always 
clearly signify the Bhavana as interspersed with the sacrifice, &c. ; and as 
such they are held to be ‘bhdvarthah.’ In the case of any woid all that is 
not cognisable by means of any other word is held to be the meaning of 
that word ; and as a matter of fact, wherever a verb is found, it ts found 
to signify the meaning of the root, mixed up with the Bhavana; and it is 
for this reason, that the verb is called ‘bhdvartha.’ Words signifying Sub- 
stances and Propertios are always known to be apart from the Bhdvanda ; 


and as such the question does not refer to them. And on this point, we 
have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (C). 


“All the words signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
“well-known entities, are well capable of being taken as expressing 
“ Tnstrumentality, &c.; and honce it is through this that they come to be 
“related to the Result. Asa rule, the result, being a thing yet to be 
“accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument which is an 
“already accomplished entity, and not în that of another Result. Thus 
“then, the substances signified by Nouns being well-established entities, 
“are capable of supplying this need of the Result, which need cannot be 
“supplied by the Verb, which itself is something yet to be accomplished. 
“ For these reasons, the Result must be admitted to follow from the Sub- 
“ stanco, &., (signified by Nouns) (and not from Verbs). 


SIDDHANTA (€). 
The reply to the above is given in 


Sutra (1): All verbs are indicative of Bhavanas, and the 


accomplishment of the Apurva proceeds from these; because 
this particular fact is laid down. 


That is to say, the verbs that denote the Bhavana bring about the 
cognition of the accomplishment of the Apūrva ; because the particular — 
fact—that ‘one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice’—is 
laid down by these. 


To explain further, it is a relationship with the maim result that 


BHAVARTHADHIKARANA. 475 


rerves ns the means of the cognition of the Apūrva; and then all relationship 
is preceded by a certain want (on the part of the members related); this 
want is found to emanate from words signifying Bhava (action), and from 
those signifying Substance or Property ; and for this reason the Bhavana of 
the Apsrva is recognised from the verbal conjugational affixes ; and in this 
that which is signified by the verbal root is cognised, through proximity, 
to be the Instrument in the fulfilment of the main Result. Consequently 
we come to the conclusion that it is by means of the signification of the 
verbal root, recognised as the Instrument in the fulfilment of the final 
Result, that leads, through the apparent inconsistency (of the fulfilment of 
the Result at a time other than that of the performance of the Action), to 
an idea of the appearance of an Apérva. 

A question is here raised: ‘ How is it that, in the case of the word 
“< yajéta,’ the root ‘ yajz’ (‘sacrifice’) is set aside, and the Bhavana is said 
“to be signified by the Affix alone,—the meaning of the Injunctive affix 
“ being laid down as = ‘ Bhdvayét’ (one should accomplish)? (1) For, as 
“a matter of fact, the affixes, Injunctive and the like, would, by themselves, 
“ giguify mere Injunction; which part of the Affix then can denote that 
“ which is expressed by the root Bhi with the causative Affix (i.e., Bhāvi) P 
“ Specially as the root ‘ yaji’ itself cannot signify the meaning of another 
“root (‘ Bha’) having, as it has, all its potentiality taken up in tho 
“ denotation of its own specific meaning. (2) Then again, as a matter of 
“ fact, we find that whenever one object is expressed by a synonymous 
“ word other than the one previously used, the words are never used to- 
“ gether in speaking of this same object. For instanco, when one SAYS 
“ ‘bring the pika (cuckoo), if the person addressed fail to comprehend the 
“ word ‘pika, he says ‘ bring the kokila, and not ‘bring the pika kokila.’ 
“ So, in the same manner, in the case in question, if the Injunctive Affix 
‘* be synonymous with the word ‘karoti? or ‘ bhavayati,’ then in speaking 
“of the particular fact, we should use only these latter, and not the In- 
“ junctive affix also. (That is to say, the Injunctive affix being synony- 
“mous with ‘ bhdvayati, we could not in this connection use the term 
“ * bhdvayét’): specially as, at the particular time it is not quite differenti- 
“ated which factor of the word signifies the Action. In the case in ques- 
“ tion, however, we find you speaking of ‘ kuryāt, and ‘ bhdvayét,’ whore you 
“ use the Injunctive affix together with the aforesaid roots. Thus then, 
“that which is signified by the affix in ‘ yajéta’ is exactly tho same that 
«is signified by the afix in ‘bhdvayét;’ and as such if you explain the 
“ meaning of the Injunctive in ‘ yajéta,’ by the word ‘ bhdvay2t,’ the addi- 
“ tion of the root ‘ bhavi’ is most improperly redundant. And consequently 
“ your interpretation is wholly un-Vedic.” 

To this we make the following reply: In all cases, it is a general 
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rule that when the Verbal conjugational affix donotes the action of an 
agent, who is a fully accomplished entity, then the sense of ‘ karoti’ 
(accomplishes) is recognised as co-extensive (with the meaning of the 
Verb). There are certain roots, added to which, a conjugational affix 
signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his acquiring his own 
existence,—e.g., ‘18,’ ‘exists,’ and the like. In the case of other roots, 
when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the action signfied is 
that which brings about the existence of something else,—e.g., ‘ sacrifices.’ 
‘gives,’ ‘cooks,’ and the like. And the word ‘vyāpāra’ (‘action’) 
signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with peculiar potencies, 
moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an existence 
in the past and in the future,— as moved from its former position and not 
reached the next. And in the case of some Verbs it is the agent himself 
that is cognised as being in this position; while in that of others, where 
the Agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence in a 
case where the Agent himself happens to be in the said unsettled position, 
ho stands in need of something else, for the fulfilment of his own exis- 
tence; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘karoti’? When, however, the 
Agent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment 
of something else, then he is spoken of as ‘karoti’? (‘does’). Thus it is 
that when one asks ‘kit karoti’ (‘what does he do? ’), the reply given is 
‘nathati’ (‘reads’), which latter combines within itself the generic 
(‘karoti’) as well as the specific action (‘pathati’) [ since the word 
‘ pathati’ = ‘ patham karoti’]); whereas in reply to the same question, 
there can be no such reply as—‘ bhavati ’ (exists). 

Thus then, it is clear that all conjugational affixes that signify the 
actions of Agents that are well established entities, have the the sense of 
‘t karoti’? (accomplishes). And as such there must be something to be 
accomplished ; because unless there is something to be accomplished the word 
‘karott’ is never used; and itis the nominative of the verb ‘to he’ 
(bhavatt) that becomes the objective of ‘karoti? That is to say, the verb 
‘karott’ being transitive, unless there is something to be accomplished, the 
sense of the verb is not complete. It is a well-recognised fact that all 
nouns, in whichever case, are nominatives of certain intervening minor 
actions; and then it is that, with reference to the Principal Action, 
they come to be recognised as the Objective, Dative, &c. And thus in the 
case of each individual Principal Action, there is a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilities of the objects concerned. And according 
to this rule, we come to the conclusion that the nominative of the action 
‘to be’ is the objective of the action ‘ karoti.’ 

For instance, that which can never be, as well as that which always 
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ewists, can never be accomplished,—e.g., ‘sky-flowers’ and ‘ Akdga’ respec- 
tively. Thatis to say, it is that whose being has commenced, or whose being 
is possible, that can be brought about by something else, and as such be 
spoken of as ‘being accomplished.’ For certainly, no one is ever found to be 
accomplishing either the sky-oweror Akaca. Though in certain cases—such 
as ‘pādaù kuru’—we find the verb to ‘accomplish’ (kuru) used with 
reference to an already established entity—the foot,— yet what is meant 
here to be accomplished is not the feet themselves, but certain other pro- 
cesses in connection with them. 

Though the root ‘kr’ has many meanings, yet in all of them is a 
common element—that of the bringing about of something not before exis- 
tent (and as such there is nothing incongruous in the general assertion 
that the word ‘karott’ cannot be ased unless there is something to be ac- 
complished). Or, it may be that it is only when the root signifies ‘ bring- 
ing about’ (or accomplishing) that there can be a co-ordination of its 
meaning with the sense of the particular conjugational affix; and hence it 
is the object actually brought about that becomes the objective of the 
Verb. 

Thus then, we have got at the true character of the action ‘to be.’ 
And it now follows that that which is the Nominative of the ‘accomplish- 
ing’ (karoti) is the Instigator of the action ‘to be;’ while the nominative 
of the action ‘to be’ becomes the Instigated of the former person. That is 
to say, on account of the peculiar character of the potentiality of the two 
roots ' Karoti’? and ‘ Bhavati,’ the relation between them is such that tho 
former signifies the action of the Instigator, while the latter does that of 
the Instigated; exactly as there is between the roots ‘pac’ (to cook) 
and ‘wklidi’ (to become softened). (l) And in certain cases it happens 
that it is only the action of the Instigator himself that is directly expressed, 
the action (of becoming ready) of the Instigated (kata) being implied, either 
by the peculiar potentiality of the declared objective (kafam), or by the 
aforesaid action of the Instigator,—e.g., in ‘katam karoti’ (prepares the 
mat), ‘odanam pacati’ (cooks the rice); (2) while in some cases, it is only 
the action of the Instigated that is directly expressed, that of the Insti- 
gator being indirectly implied ;—e.g., ‘ghato bhavati’ (the jar becomes 
ready), ‘viklidyanti tandulah’ (the rice is becoming softened); (3) in 
some cases the distinct actions of both are mentioned together,—e.g., 
‘katam karoti dévadattah’ (Dévadatta prepares the mat); (4) and in some 
cases, the action of the Instigator is made subservient to that of the Insti- 
gated, which latter alone is directly mentioned,—‘ kriyat@ kato dévadatténa’ 
(the mnt is prepared by Dévadatta), ‘kriyaté kafah svayaméva’ (the mat 
is being prepared by itself); (5) there are certain instances in which that 
which is mentioned is the Action of the Instigator only, to which is made 
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subservient the action of the Instigated, which latter is mentioned by a 
part of the same word; and in this case we find that the words ‘karoti’ 
and ‘pacati’ in their pure forms are incapable of giving the sense just 
mentioned; while the roots ‘bhū’ and ‘ viklidi’ signify only the actions 
of the Instigated ; and hence these too do not give the necessary meaning; 
and consequently the only way of rightly expressing the particular mean- 
ing is the use of the Causal forms ‘ bhdvayati’ and ‘vikléduyati,’ where 
the function of the Causal may be taken to be either direct denotation 
or indirect implication. ([7.e, the word ‘ viklédayati,’ though apparently 
mentioning the action of the Instigator, Dévadatta only, clearly con- 
tains the elements of the actions of both; for the meaning of the as- 
sertion ‘taxdulam viklédayati’ is divisible into the two sentences ‘ Déva- 
dattah pacati’ (the action of the Instigator) and ‘ tandula viklidyanté’ tho 
action of the Instigated]. As has been declared elsewhere: “Causal 
verbs are used in connection with tho actions of the Instigator, though they 
always indicate the actions of the Instigated.”’ 

And further, because the roots ‘ bha’ and ‘ viklidi,’ &c., are incapable 
of giving this sense, without the causal affix,—that is no reason why 
other roots ‘ karoti’ ‘pacati? &c., should be equally incapable; or con- 
versely, because these latter are capable of giving this particular sense,— 
that is no reason why all the roots should be so capable. Because the 
natural potentialities of objects cannot be questioned; and it is for this 
reason that roots and affixes signify many meanings. 

Thus then, we find that, through the sense of ‘ karoti; all conjuga- 
tional affixes have the sonse of ‘ bhdvayati.’ 

It is for this reason that persons knowing the true nature of Bhavani, 
explain it as the action of the person instigating, or bringing into exis- 
tence that object which is the nominative of the Action ‘ to be.’ 

It has been urged above that—“ Injunctive affixes do not signify 
anything other than Injunctions.” But this is not correct; because what 
the Injunctive affixes do is to signify the Verbal Bhavana ; as for the Actual 
(Material) Bhavana, this is expressed by all conjugational affixes, 

That is to say, when we comprehend the Bhavana, in the shape of the 
action of a person, to be signified by the word ‘ karoti, as following from 
all conjugational affixes,—we also comprehend such specialities of the 
Bhavana as Injunction, Prohibition, Past, Future, Present, &c.,—all of 
which are signified by particular words other than conjugational affixes in 
general; and hence it is that in the case of all conjugational affixes the 
sense of ‘ karoti ’ is comprehended as the general factor. For instance, we 
have such uses as—‘ What is he doing ? ° ‘He is cooking.’ ‘ What did he do?’ 
‘He cooked.’ ‘What will he do?’ ‘ He will cook? ‘What should he do?’ 
‘Ho should cook.’ ‘What should he not do?’ ‘He should not cook.’ Aud 
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in all these we find that in the Actual Bhavana, there is an element of 
the peculiar functioning of the Injunctive affixes, &c., whereby they serve to 
instigate the person to activity or otherwise; and this function 1s some- 
thing apart from the former Bhavana, which consists of the denotative 
property of words; and it is this that is called (Verbal) ‘ Bhavana’ or 
‘Vidhi’? We have dealt with this in detail under the Adhikarana treating 
of the Arthavdda. 

It has been urged that—“ in explaining ‘ yajéta’ by ‘ yaiyéna bhavayet,’ 
there is an infringement of the laws governing the use of synonymous 
words (see abpve).” 

To this we make the following reply: (1) Inasmuch as the mere 
root is not capable of being used,—(2) with a view to the expression of the 
Number, &c., of the agent, —and (3) for the sake of protecting the original 
form,—-we make use of tho affix (Injunctive) (in ‘ bhadvayét.’) That is to 
say, if the mere roots ‘kr’ or ‘bAdvi’ were capablo of being used, then we 
could not make use of the affix; as it would be like using together the 
words ‘pika’ and ‘ kokila;’ but, as a matter of fact, a root by itself is 
nevor used; for such a use would be wholly incorrect. Thus then, it 
being absolutely necessary to make use of some one affix (when speaking 
of the meaning of a Verb), it is only natural that we should hit upon that 
vory affix of which we are explaining the meaning; as in that case, the 
second mention of the affix could be taken as descri ptive of the former, and 
helping the root in the usage; and any other affix is not used, because 
such another affix would siguify something over and above what is sigui- 
fied by the original word. 

Objection: “ But the affixes ik and stip have been laid down as to be 
‘fused in connection with a root where one has to speak of the root as 
“guch ; and hence we could make use of such forms as ‘ bAavih’ or ‘ bhava- 
“ yatth,’ ‘ krtih’ or ‘ karotth.’” 

This cannot be; because when these two affixes are joined to roots, all 
that the resulting word signifies is the verbal form only ; and assuch, having 
nothing to do with its signification, any such form could not be used in 
explaining the meaning of tho conjugational affix (in ‘ yajéta.’) 

Though there are certain cases where people do make use of roots with 
these affixes (ik and stip), even in speaking of what is signified by the root, 
—fit., Syugth’ and ‘yajatih,’ &c.,— yet in all these cases, the words used 
directly denote the verbal form only; and it is only indirectly that they 
indicate the meaning. In the case in qnestion, however, we have no 
reason to have recourse to indirect Indication; and as such we cannot use 
a word that is not itself directly significant. 

And again if we explained the Injunctive affix in ‘ yajéta’ by the word 
‘bhdvayatih’ or ‘karotih,’ we would be holding that the roots ‘kr’ and 
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‘bha’ are directly signified by the conjugational affix in question; which 
is far from desirable. For these reasons, in order to speak of the root 
with a view to its meaning, we cannot but use the roots ‘Ar’ and ‘bhū’ 
together with a conjugational affix. 

And again, if Bhavana were the only meaning of the Affix, and if 
the roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhavati’ were capable of expressing all that is 
denoted by the Affix,—then there might be some question as to using the 
roots ‘bha,’ &c., alone. As a matter of fact, however, none of these two 
contingencies is possible, and hence even though the roots serve to point 
out the Bhavana, yet the affix has to be used, inorder to point out the 
number, &c., of the nominative (of ‘ yajéta’). 

Thus then, the fact is that when wo explain ‘yajéta’ as ‘ yagéna 
bhavayéi,’ the denotation, by the Injunctive affix in the word ‘ bhavayet ” 
of the Bhavana itself must be taken as being descriptive of the same 
Bhavana that is already expressed (in ‘yajéa’) [the chief use of this 
affix lying in the denoting of the number, &c., of the agent]; otherwise we 
would fall into a double mistake; (1) that Bhavand is the sole meaning of 
the Affix, and (2) that the roots ‘Ar’ and ‘bhū’ themselves are 
denotative of the number, &c., of the agent also. 

Further, the Bhavana that is expressed by the conjugational affixes ig 
always in a form that shows it in the process of accomplishment. And if we 
made use of any other affix (than the Injunctive, in ‘bhdvayét’), then the 
roots ‘kr’ and ‘bh%’ (as accompanied by some othor affixes) would 
signify the Bhdvand in the shape of an accomplished entity like a 
substance; and as such it would not be the same kind of Bhāvanā that is 
expressed by the conjugational affix. Hence it is absolutely necessary to 
make use of the particular affix. 

Again, the Bhavand being comprehonded in the presence of both the 
root and the affix, it is never exactly ascertained by which of these two it 
is exclusively signified. If it could be ascertained absolutely that the 
Bhavana is signified by the affix, then there could be an objection as to the 
mention of affixes with the roots ‘kr’ aud ‘bha’ being a useless repetition. l 
But, as a matter of fact, it is not so; inasmuch as it is when both the 
affix and the root are present that the Bhāvanā is cognised. It is because 
of the impossibility of either the affix or the root being used apart from the 
other, that we can never rightly ascertain as to which of the two signifies 
the Bhavana ; all that we can say is that it is signified (1) either by the 
Affix as accompanied by the root,—or (2) by the root as aided by the affix; 
or (3) by both together. Nor is there any particular reason for assuming 
any particular expressive potentiality in any one of the two; because the 
only ground for such assumption would be the Apparent Inconsistency (of 
the signification of the Bhavana), and this would apply equally to both (the 
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Affix and the root). As a matter of fact, there is no particular purpose 
served by ascertaining absolutely by which of the two the Bhdvand is 
expressed. 

The following objection might be urged: ‘‘Inasmuch as we do not 
find the Bhavana expressed by the roots ending in the krt affixes, we 
can safely assert that it is signified by the conjagational affixes, (and 
not by the roots ).” 

This is not right; because we find that no Bhavana is expressed by 
the conjugational affixes in ‘ bhavati,’ ‘asti? &c. Nor is it an absolute fact 
that it is not expressed by roots ending in krt affixes, because even when 
these latter are used, we do comprehend a certain portion of the Bhavana. 

For instance, in the case of krtya affixes, we meet with such words as 
‘ bhoktavyam,’ ‘ yashtavyam,’ and the like; and the Bhavana that is signified 
by these is only slightly inferior to that which is signified by conjuga- 
tional affixes. And here too, in the case of the Passive krtya affixes ns 
in ‘brahmané na hantavyah’ inasmuch as itis a substance—Brahmapa—that 
is the predominant factor in the sentence,—the Bhavana denoted is much 
inferior to that which is signified by the Bhdava-Kriya affix (in ‘ Yashfa- 
vyam’); and the reason is that in the case of the latter no prodominance 
belongs to the action of an Instigator, tho meaning of the root itself being 
the most predominant factor; whereas in the other case ‘ bradhmano na 
hantavyak ,’—the verb signifies the action of the Instigated as along with 
that of the Instigator. 

The same explanation holds respecting the conjugational affixes used 
in the sense of'the Active and the Passive; because in the case of these 
also, the position of the action of the Instigator remains a subordinate 
one. And hence the case of the krt affixes cannot be said to be the same 
as that of the conjugational affixes. 

So also in the case of Indeclinable Krt affixes, though these have the 
sense of the Bhava (Active), yet the cognition of the Bhavana, cognised 
by itself, is slightly inferior to the foregoing. For instance—‘ abhikraman 
juhoti’ etc., etc.,—in all of which the Bhavana that is cognised is one that 
is dependent upon another Bhdvand, So also in the case of such words 
as ‘pakvah,’ ‘pakvavan’ and the like, the cognition that is directly per- 
ceptible is that of a substance subservient to a Bhavana in its fully accom- 
plished form ; so too in the case of the words ‘ pdcaka’ and the like. 

Thus then, we find that in all cases, (of Krt affixes), there is always a 
need of a certain relationship between the Noun andthe Verb (and this 
could not be without a Bhavana); for if there were no Bhavana, there 
would be no need of any such relation, exactly as there is none in the case 
of the compounds of root-words and words with nominal affixes. And the 
name Karaka’ (relation between noun and verb) is not applicable unless 


` 61 


482 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH, I1——PADA I—ADHI (lc). 


there is an action in the case; nor is thero any action, which doos not 
bring about something that did not exist before. Hence itis proved 
that the sense of ‘karoti’ aud bhavayati’ is present (in the care of krt 
affixes also). 

Aud even without the fact of the Bhavana being shown in the process 
of accomplishment, we can show that the necessary co-ordination is 
present, For instance,—‘ What should be done?’ ‘ Covking should be done 
(puktavyam)’ (where we have a co-ordination between the cooking, pāka» 
—and the affix tavya—‘should’). ‘ Kathankaram juhoti?’ ‘ Abhikraman 
juhoti, and soon. Inthe case of the conjugational affixes also, there is no 
other ground for the Bhavana, but the co-ordination (of the affix) with 
the root ‘kr.’ 

Thus then we find that even roots do not entirely leave off the 
Bhavana, as has been well said (in Bhatti-kavya—‘ Just as the root kr 
employs all the roots in their various meanings, so, &c., &c.’ (?) 

It is not the form, but tho predominant character, of the Bhavana, 
that can be said to be directly signified, or indirectly implied, by the con- 
jugational affixes, exclusively. 

Objection: “In that case as soon as the word ‘yfgéna’ has been 
mentioned, the fall meaning of the root ‘yaji’ becomes withdrawn from 
the word ‘ yaéta,’ and the Bhavana having thus been signified by the 
root-moaning, there can be no reason for the use of another word 
bhavayét.” 

This argument does not touch our position; because, asa matter of 
fact, the root (‘yaşi’) has a twofold meaning ; and in poiiting out the two 
phases of the meaning separately, all that we do by mentioning the word 
* yagéna’ is to point out, separately, the peculiar Instrumentality of the sacri- 
fice, which is a specific form of the signification of the root, the generic 
form consisting of the Bhavana, in order to point out which we make use 
of another word ‘ bhaivayét.’ 

Or, it may be that there are certain facts—f.i., (1) Instrumentality and 
(2) the number of the Agent—that are signified separately by the root and 
the affix (respectively); whereas the Bhavana being quite compatible with 
both of them, we can hold it to be denoted by both (root and affix) to- 
gether. And it is for this reason that we find both the Sätra and the 
Bhashya speaking of all ‘Karmagabdah’ (complete verbs) as being 
‘ bhavarthah ’ (signifying the Bhavana), where there is a distinct mention 
of coextonsiveness (between whole verb-roots and uffizes combined—and the 
signifying of the Bhavana). 

In the Mimanéa-Castra, howevor, the Bhavani is always held to be 
signified by tho affix. 


The sense of this theory may be thus briefly explained: (1) The 
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sense of the Affix is always expressed by the Root and the Affix taken to- 
gether; and asthe Bhavana is the most important factor in this joint 
signification, it is held to be signified by the affix. Thatis to say, though 
thero is no other ground for differentiating exactly, by which of the two 
the Bhāvanā is denoted, yet, inasmuch as it is a well-established fact 
that greater importance is always attached to the denotation of the affix, 
—and in the case in question, the Bhavana is the most important fac- 
tor,—we naturally conclude that this Bhavana must be denoted by the 
affix, 

(2) The Root and the Affix are always found to appear in a definite 
order of sequence; and as a matter of fact, we find that it is only 
when the Affix is heard to bo pronounced, that we have an idea of 
the Bhdvand; and this too leads us to the conclusion that the Bhavana 
is denoted by the affix. Because the invariable concomitance of any two 
objects is not only such that one cannot exist in the absence of the other, 
but also of a kind which we find in the present case, where we find that 
it is only when a particular word—the Affix f.i.—is pronounced that there 
is a donotation of the Bhavana ; and as such, in accordance with the rnle 
that when one object is always seen to appear when another appears, 
there is always an invariable concomitance between the two,—we must 
admit that the Bhavana is denoted by the Affix. 

It has been argued above that—“ in the case of such verbs as ‘asti, 
and the like, we find the Affix giving up the denotation of the Bhavana 
(and as such there can be no concomitance between the two).” But this 
objection is equally applicable to all the theories; for instance, even if the 
Bhavana be held to be denoted by the Root, or the Root and the Affix cons 
jointly, then too, the case of the verbs ‘asti, &c., would be incompatible 
with the theories. Hence the fact is that, whonever the Bhavana is 
coguised, it is always exprossed by the Affix, while in a case where it is 
not cognised, there is no occasion for any consideration as to by what 16 
is expressed. And we have already shown under the Tadbhūtadhikarana 
(of the Tarkapāda) that any stray contrary instance cannot vitiate a 
general rule. 

Or, we may show that the case of the verbs asli, &c., does not afford 
instances contrary to our general rule with regard to the denotation of 
the Bhavana. Because even in the caso of the words ‘asti, &c., there is 
always a part of the Nominative agent that is yet to be accomplished ; 
and hence there is always present a Bhavana (accomplishing) of this 
unaccomplished portion; but the Bhavana, in this case, is not distinctly 
cognised, because it does not appear (as it does in other cases) in a rela- 
tion of subserviency to anything apart from the Agent himself. That 
is to say, in the case of the words ‘ asti, &c., though there is no functioning 
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of the nominative agent perceptible, on account of the Agent himself 
being still unaccomplished, and of there being nothing besides the Agent 
to be accomplished, yet it is on account of the inherent potentiality of 
the Affix itself that we recognise the element of Bhdvand. And (l) as for 
the object of the Bhdvand, we have the Agent himself, there being no 
other object capable of being spoken of, on account of the unaccomplish- 
ed character of the Agent; (2) for the Instrument of the Bhavana, we 
have the act of being (bhavana); and (3) as for the Procedure, we have 
the method of the bringing about, one after another, of the various parts of 
himself. And thus we find that all the three factors of the Bhavana are 
supplied in one way or the other, by the act of being itself, specially as 
the case ndmits of no other action. Thus then, of the Agent himself, there 
are certain parts that are still being called into existence, t.e., being accom- 
plished, while there are others that have already been accomplished, 
which serve as the Nominative agents. And the act of being, which exists 
in common in those that have been accomplished, as well as in those that 
are being accomplished, is spoken of as the Bhdvand. 

The same arguments apply to the case of such words as ‘ jayaié,’ 
‘ nishpadyaté,’ ‘ siddhyati’ and the like. 

As for the word ‘asti’ (is) it expresses a condition of things just 
following that which is expressed by ‘ bhavati’ (becomes) synonymous 
with ‘takes birth,’ and as such accomplishes the present being of the self; 
and hence it is that it takes one of the conjugational affixes. And in 
this case also, the differentiation of the functioning of the Actor and 
the acted upon is tobe made as before, with reference to the common 
character of being that extends over the various parts of the Agent, while 
differing from another in the point of time of their individual accomplish- 
ment. However, though there is such a Bhavand, yet there can be no 
Injunction or Prohibition with regard to such Bhavands; for the simple 
reason that they refer to the Agent, who is always a fully accomplished 
intelligent subject. 

The following argument is possible: ‘‘We do often come across 
Injunctions of such being, &c. For instance, ‘ Rtvijā bhavitavyam,’ ‘ Rathan- 
taram bhavati,’ ‘ Adhvaryuh syat,’ ‘ Ukthyani syith,’ §c.” 

The reply to this is that it is true that we meet with such Injunctions; 
but in these cases the word ‘ bhavati’ is not used in its ordinary sense; 
for instance, the meaning of ‘ Rivi7a bhavitavyam’ is that one should ac- 
complish the Rtvik-hood, necessary for the performance of the sacrifice, by 
means of such other actions as purchase, appointment und the like. So also 
in the case of the sentence ‘ Rathantaram bhavati,’ though the direct 
meaning of the text is with reference to the being (or acquiring existence) 
of the Rathantara, yet, inasmuch as the Rathantara is an inanimate thing, 
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ho such being is possible; and hence what the Injunction means is that 
one should accomplish the Rathantara—a distinct case of Bhavana. 

Whenever we have such sentences as ‘one should become this or that’ 
(bhavét),—the root ‘bhū’ having the sense of stays (tishthati),—there is 
always a possibility of something to be accomplished, the sense of the Injunc- 
tion being that one should accomplish something by staying. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the true character of Bhavana 
belongs to the action of the agent that becomes, only when the verb used 
signifies the Past, Present or the Future,—and not when it is in the Injunc- 
tive, &c. 

In the expression of the Past, &c., also, when the complete action is 
signified by the verbal root itself, and there is no differentiation bascd 
upon the difference in the time of the appearance of the different portions of 
the Agent, then, in that case, the incongruity being patent, the significa- 
tion of the verb must be taken as restricted to the denotation of the root 
only, and not extending to the Bhdvand,—the Number, &c., of the Nom- 
inative being taken to be signified by the verbal nffix. And we have 
already shown that any stray instance to the contrary cannot vitiate our 
general rule with regard to the Bhavana. 

It has also been urged that we find the verbal root signifying the 
Bhāvanā, even in the case of the Krt affixes (as in ‘pakvah,’ &c.). 

True it is that the denotation of the root always accompanies the 
Bhavana; but for the very reason of the Bhavana being indirectly implied 
by these denotations of the roots, it can also be said that the Bhavana is not 
directly expressed by the root. That is to say, in the case of all words 
ending in Krt affixes, the character of the Bhāvanā is cognised as the 
secondary clement, being indirectly implied by the nouns signified by 
the verbal root,—which latter therefore cannot be said to directly denote 
the Bhavani. Just as in the case of verbal affixes, inasmuch as action 
is the predominant element in the denotation of these, the Noun is always 
cognised as the secondary factor connected with the denotation of the 
verbal root; and hence the Nominative and the Accusative are not held to 
be directly expressed (by the verbal affix); in the same manner, in the 
case of the Kré affixes, the denotation of the Nominative, &c., not being 
otherwise possible, these would indirectly imply the Bhavana, which, for 
this very reason, cannot be said to be directly denoted by the word. And 
it is only with reference to this implied Bhāvanā, that we have such 
sentences as ‘ Kin karāti ?’ ‘ Pakam’—where the last word is spokenof as 
co-ordinate with the word ‘ karoti,’ exactly as the word ‘ Dévadatiah’ is 
used along with the word ‘ pacati’ And the relationship of the Noun too is 
possible only with reference to the indirectly implied Bhavana. Or, this 
relationship may be taken as with the denotation of the root (and not with 
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the Bhavana), because of the fact of tho nouns serving the purpose of 
accomplishing the denotation of the verbal roots, which are always sub- 
servient to the Bhavana; and the denotation of the root too stands in 
need of these Nouns (as serving the purpose of accomplishing the deno- 
tation of the root); and the Bhavana too refers only to such Nouns; 
hence there is no incongruity in the relationship in question. 

In the case of the Kriya affixes (tavya, &c.), also, inasmuch as they 
denote the ‘ praisha,’ urging,—even though there be no direct denotation 
of the Bhadvand,—the full signification of the word is not attained, until 
we have obtained a Bhivand fully equipped with all its three factors, 
Because all these words serve to urge the person to a performance of his 
functions; and the form of this function is the Bhavana endowed with 
the three factors. That is to say, apart from his own function, a man 
cannot perform anything else; and the Praishas serve to make him 
perform these. Hence if these words did not, in some way or other, refer 
to the function (of the man), they could not urge him to its performance, 
and thus too, in this case also, it is found that there is an indirect impli- 
cation of the Bhavana (which is the name given to the functioning of the 
agent). As for the Praishas or Directions, contained in the Brahmanas, all 
these have the character of Vidhi, Injunction, since what they lay down 
is not got at by any other means; and hence, in these cases, the Krtya 
affixes cannot but bo accepted as having the Injunctive signification, 
even though this signification is not laid down by Panini. 

The only difference, however, between Injunction and Direction (Vidhi 
and Praisha) is that when the object is otherwise remembered, the urging 
(to it) is called ‘ Praisha’ Direction; while when the same urging is to 
that which is not otherwise got at, it becomes ‘ Vidhi’ Injunction. 

Thus it is clear that the Bhavana is signified by the Affixes. 

Objection: “If Bhavana be held to be a functioning of the Instigator, 
“then the character of the Bhavand will have to be admitted in such 
“actions as the laying of the vessel upon the fire, &c., (in the case of cooking), 
“and those of the mental determination, &c., (in the case of sacrifice),—these 
“boing the actions of the Instigating Agent. And as it is these actions 
“that are signified by verbal roots, you cannot but admit the Bhavana 
“to be denoted by the root.” 

Reply: This does not affect our position ; because though it is a fact 
that the Bhavand is never cognised, entirely apart from the signification 
of the verbal root, yet the Bhavana proper that is cognised in a general 
form (covering over many particular actions), is something entirely 
different. That is to say, in all the particular actions spoken of above,— viz. 
laying the vessel upon the fire, &c.,—we always perceive a common generic 
action, in tho shape of ‘karoti, ‘does.’ The action of being softened, 
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laying on the fire, &c., that are spoken of by the words ‘pacati,’ ‘ cooks, 
&c., are such as inhere in the object and in the Nominative Agent. And 
among all these actions, the mere action of cessation from inactivity, the 
mere moving towards the performance of an action, is what is meant by 
the word ‘ Bhavana’; while all the particular actions, that go to lend 
colour to the mere activity, and which inhere in tho object as well as 
in the Agent, become related to it, either in the shape of the Instrument 
or in that of the Process. 

Objection: “But in that case, Bhavand comes to be nothing more 
“than a generic denotation of the verbal root.” 

Reply: True; the Bhavana does appear in a generic form; but it is 
only inthe shape of something to be accomplished, and not in the particular 
forms of the sacrifice, &c. Because the generic idea that accompanies the 
sacrifice is in the form of the Instrument, which is entirely different from 
the Bhavana, which is something to be accomplished. With reference to 
each person, the Bhavana has its own peculiar generic and specific forms. 
And the sacrifice, &o., appear as Instruments in the Bhavand; and all that 
the signification of the verbal root does is to supply the elements wanting 
in this instrument of the Bhavana; it is this generic denotation of the 
Root that is expressed by the word ‘karmagabda’ ‘Verb’; and inasmuch 
as the sacrifice, &c., serve to qualify the Bhavana, they are known as the 
peculiarities of the Bhavana, and not as the Bhavana itself. 

In scientific works, however, the words ‘' kriy#gabda’ and ‘ karmagabda’ 
are used, sometimes with reference to the denotation of the verbal root, 
and sometimes with reference to the Bhavana, while at times, through proxi- 
mity, with reference to both; in any case they are never used to express 
the particular forms of any of these. Because the Bhavana or the sig- 
nification of the verbal affix, that is cognised in the case of a conjugational 
affix, is never expressed, in the same form, by any other word. ‘That is 
to say, the word ‘Bhavana’ signifios something that is a substantial 
objective reality, in an accomplished form, as qualified by a particular 
Gender and Number; and thisis not what is signified by the conjugational 
affix (the Injunctive f.i.), whose denotation is entirely free from any 
element of Gender or Number. Similarly too, with the denotation of 
the verbal Root. For instance, the words ‘karoti, ‘does,’ and ‘ bhavayati’ 
‘accomplishes,’ signify something entirely different from that which is 
expressed by the conjugational affix; since that which is signified by 
‘karoti’ and ‘ bhāvayati’ is the Bhavana that has doing and accomplishing 
for its Instrument; and as this is not the form of the Bhdvané that is 
signified in the case of the word ‘ yajéta,’ the two (‘karoti’ and the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yajeta’) cannot be said to be synonymous. And tho 
sentence ‘yägēna bhdivayét should be explained, without taking into 
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consideration the Bhavana that appears to be signified by the affix in the 
word ‘ bhadvayét.’ Consequently the sentence in question cannot be quoted 
in support of the theory that ‘ bhävayati ’ or ‘ karoti’ is synonymous with the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yazéa;’ because the use of the sentence can be ex- 
plained as based upon & certain degree of close proximity between the two 
and not upon an absolute identity of meaning. ‘Thus we conclude that 
the Bhavana cannot be expressed by any other word. 

As soon as the Bhavand has been cognised, first of all there arises a 
desire to know what the object of the Bhāvanā is; because the object is the 
most important factor in it,and also because the object does not stand in need 
of the desire for any other factor. And in every Bhavana that is endowed 
with an Injunction, this Injunctiveness, even if previously cognised, is 
not accepted, until the Bhavana, as equipped with all its three factors, 
is perceived to bo capable of being put into action. And before the Injunc- 
tive character asserts itself, we must always recognise the fact that the 
Bhavan should be fully equipped with all the elements that make it 
capable of being put into action. Any person that would do an act 
intelligently, is never found to be engaging in any action, unless he is 
fully cognisant of a certain desirable result that would follow from it, 
This desirable result too is never sought for anywhere else besides the 
object to be accomplished (by the Bhavana); because there is nothing 
more important than such a result, that could be the object to bo ac- 
complished. 

Thus then, if in any Bhavana, the object to be accomplished were some- 
thing different from that which is desirable to the agent, then no Agent 
would be found to be engaging in any activity towards the fulfilment of such 
an object; and as such the very promptive potency of the Injunctive affix 
would become thwarted. Hence it is that, though the denotation of the Root 
(yaj), as related to the Injunctive through the fact of being expressed by 
a part of the same word as the Injunctive, comes forward to supply the 
factor of the object of the Bhavana,—yet, on account of its inherent incapa- 
bility (due to its not being something desirable by the Agent), it is set 
aside. (1) Because mere proximity is not the sole ground of any relation- 
ship,—the most important grounds being those of Capability, Mutual Want, 
&c., as we shall speak of later on. (2) Because all that the word ‘ yajéta’ 
directly donotes is the mere relationship between the denotation of the 
root ‘yuj’ and the Bhavana (signified by the Injunctive affix); and it ex- 
presses nothing with regard to the former entering into any of the three 
elements of the latter. That is to say, the potency of the word having 
ceased with the denotation of the Relationship, the matter, as to the en- 
tering of anything into the three elements of the Bhāvanā, should ba 
decided on the sole ground of capability. Aud inasmuch as the denotation 
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of the Root is not found to be capable of being related as the Object, 
—on account of this factor being supplied by the Injunctive character, which, 
being expressed by the same Affix, is by far the most proximate (to the 
Bhavand),— we must conclude that it must be related in the shape of 
another factor (that of the Instrument). (3) The Affix can never serve 
the purpose of prompting towards the Object itself, inasmuch as the Agent 
always knows what is desirable for him, (and it is only in tho matter of the 
particular means, &c., that he needs a prompting). That istosay, it is only 
in cases whoro the activity of the Agent is dependent upon Scriptural In- 
junctions, that we seek for Proximity or Non-proximity (as pointing out 
the various elements of the Bhavana). The Object to be accomplished, 
however, in the shape of Heaven, Cattle, Offspring, Landed property, &c., 
are such as are already known as desirable, without any Scriptural In- 
structions to the effect. Hence as soon as thero arises a desire to know 
what is the object of the Bhavana, wo at once recognise, even before we 
come across any scriptural text, that it is a certain Object desired by the 
Agent; and all that remains to be known is the particular Object so 
desired; but this particular object too is not in the shape of something to be 
accomplished, but only as the object of the particular Bhavana in question. 
Hence it is that the element in question is supplied by Heaven, &c , which, 
though at a distance from the word, is yet found to bo the most capable of 
the said relationship. As for the relationship of the denotation of the 
Root, any acceptance of this as the Object, would be accepting something 
not required in the case at all; and as such the very potency of the In- 
junction being thwarted, there would bo an inevitable contradiction of the 
Crutt. (4) Further, that alone,—which has been recognised as the nomi- 
native agent of the action of being, either in the same or another sentence, 
—can have the character of the Object (of the Bhavani); and, asa matter 
of fact, in the case in question, the denotations of the Root, &., are not 
cognised as having any connection with the action of being; while Heaven, 
&c., found in connection with the word ‘desiring,’ are actually perccived 
to be connected with the action of being. Because the desiro in the mind 
of the man is in the form ‘May Heaven be mine,’—where Heaven is dis- 
tinctly cognised as tho nominative of being; and it is for this roason that 
it is accepted to supply a desideratum, something to bo brought about, 
of tho Bhavana. 

The objoct of the Bhavand having been thus ascertained, there arises 
a desire to know its Instrnment—by what Means it is to be accomplished. 
And it is always the ‘yāga, ‘Sacrifice’ (denoted by the root ‘ yaji’ in 
‘yajéfa’) that is recognised as the Instrument; (1) because the action of 
the Agent depending upon tho scriptural Instruction, we cannot but seek 
after what is pointed out by Proximity, &., as appearing in the text in 
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question (and tho root is always the most proxinrate to the Affix) ; (ZY 
because Capability or Incapability too ean not be recognised by auy other 
means of right notion, save the text itself; (3) because it is only the 
‘sacrifice,’ the recognition whereof as the Instrument is not ineom patible 
with the tenor of the Injunction; (4) because there is no grqund for reject- 
ing tho denotation of the root (yaji), that presents itself, as the Instru- 
ment, through its close Proximity to the Injunctive Affix; and (5) be- 
cause, as a matter of fact, wo Bhāvanā of a particular result is possible with- 
out the agency of that which is denoted by a verbal root. Fhough the 
‘ Sacrifice’ itscIf is not an accomplished fact, yet, it can aceomphsh the 
Result, after it has itself been accomplished by means of its own particular 
Instrument. And it is æ fact of naturo that everything in the world 18, 
at one time, in an inaccoinplished shape, and at another time, in a fully 
accomplished state. The accomplishment too (of the sacrifice ) is of no parti- 
eular use, prior to the action of the Seriptural Injunction ; because the 
only uso that the accomplishnrent of the Instrument has is at the time 
of the Fulfilment of its particular result. And inasmuch as the Instru- 
mentality (of sacrifice) is actually found to be extending over all the three 
periods of time, there is nothing very incongruous m speaking of the 
sacrifice (even while unaccomplished ) as the Instrument (of the Bhavané ). 

For these reasons, tho Instramentality must be admitted to bolong 
to the sacrifice, &c. But inasmuch as the Result appears at a time 
very remote from that of the performance of the sacrifice, the Instru- 
mentality of this latter could not be possible, except through the interven- 
ing agency of the Apūrva; tt is for this reason that the words denoting 
actions are said to bring about the recognition of the Aparva. And thus 
the moaning of the Sutra might be this: Those * Karma-cabdas ’—words 
denotative of actions—which are ‘ bhaivartha,’—which serve the purpose of ac- 
complishing the Bhavand—such as the roots ‘yaji’ and the like—lead us to 
the cognition of the agency of the Apirva. 

Oljectton: “(1) In accordance with the rule above laid down in con- 
“nection with the relationship of the Object and the Instrument, it would 
“sacom that the Bhavand could be signified by only such conjugational 
“affixes as appear in connection with transilive Verbs; that is to say, the 
“ factor of the object being supplied only by such entities as are the most 
“ desired (which is the definition of the Oljective), no intransitive verb 
“could ever have anything to do with such an object. (2) Or, all the 
“ Verbs would become transitive (if we admit the relationship of all vorbs 
“ with such objects.) (3) Or, lastly, it must be admitted that thero is 
“ no Bhavana signified in the cnse of intransitive verbs.” 

This, however, doos not effect our position ; becauso the objective of 
the denotation of the root, as fouud in the case of Transitive Verbs, is 
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something entirely difforont from that which is referred to by the denota- 
tion of the Affix. Fer instance, in the case of such transitive Verbs as 
* odanam pacati’ ‘ cooks the rice,’ ‘ gramam gacchati,’ ‘ goes home,’ —the objec- 
tive of the roet-meaning is entirely different, from that of the Bhavana. 
Though it often happens that the objective of the root-meaning itselé- becomes 
also the objective of the Bhdadvand,—the meaning of the sentence being 
* pakéna odanam bhavayati,’ ‘accomplishes the rice by medns of cooking ;’—yet 
it is often that the Bhavana, as accompanied by the root-mceaning togethor 
with its own particular objective, has an Thadependent objective of its own,—- 
the meaning of tho sentences in this case being—‘ odanapakéna gramagama- 
nëna vā svartham bhavayati,’ ‘one secks to fulfil his desired end by means 
of the cooking of the rice, or by going to his home.’ Thus then, tho 
Objective of the Bhavana is found to be recognised, after the root. meaning, 
only as something to be acquired (and to be accomplished); and as such 
though it happens to be covered over by the meaning of another root (* Keimu,’ 
desiring), yet it is always recognised as the objective of the Bhavana; and 
this peculiar relationship of the Bhavana and its objective is, in many cases, 
mentioned by the word ‘Kama’ (to desire). For instance, even in the case 
of intransitive verbs—such as the verbs ‘ Asa,’ to sit, and ‘ Ci’ to lie down,— 
we have such sentences as ‘ sukhakama Gsita,’ ‘ one desiring comfort should 
sit down,’ and * Svdsthyakiimo Gayitta,’ ‘one desiring health should tie down.’ 
And though these two roots are intransitive ones, yot there is always a 
factor of ‘ karoti’ ‘does,’ or ‘accomplishes,’ signified by the particular Affix ; 
and it is of this ‘#aroti’ (transitive) that Comfort, &c., are cognised to be 
the objective. And this ‘ karoti’ heing always transitive, even in the 
case of the conjugational affixes appearing in connection with Intransitiv© 
Verbs, there is always a certain co-extensiveness between tho signification 
of the particular root and that of the word ‘ £uroti;’ as we actually tind, 
the questions— Kik-karoti,’ ‘what is he doing-? ’—answered by ‘ dsté, 
“he is sitting,’ ‘ oéf@,’ ‘he is lying down;’ and thus oven in tho case of 
these roots we find the Bhavana having a definite objective (though the roots 
are intransitive). As a matter of fact, even in the case of the transitive 
verb ‘yagi,’ to sacrifice, though the real object is the Deity to whom tho sacri- 
fice is offered, yet the objective of the Bhāranā is something entirely 
different, in the shape of Offspring, Heaven, Cattle, and the like. Thus 
then, in the case of Transitive, as well as in that of Intransitive Verbs, we 
have such sentences as ‘dsanéxa bhāvayēt sukkam, ‘one should seek to 
accomplish his pleasure by sitting down. ’ 

Question: “What then would be the difference between Transitive 
and Intransitive Verbs.” 

Reply: In a case where the root-meaning is always directly concerned 
with a certain objective, the root is Trausitive; whereas in a case where 
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the connection with an objective is only indirect, through the medium of 
the Bhavana, the root is Intransitive. For instance, in the case of the root 
to sit, to lie down, the objective is not always definitely cognised; and as 
such they are spoken of as Intransitive; whereas the roots to cook, &c. ; 
are always accompanied by an objective, which is directly connected with 
it, through the actions of Softening, &c.; and as such these are spoken of 
as Transitive. But‘this does not make any difference between the two kinds 
of roots, when referring to a Bhavana, 

Tho Bhavana then having its two factors—of the Objective and the 
Instrament— duly supplied, there arises a desiro to loarn the process of this 
Instrumentality ; as without a certain process of action no real Instrumenta- 
lity is possible. And then, Sense-Perception, &c., not being found 
to be capable of helping the Bhavana in any way, a cognition of the 
Process depends entirely upon the Scripture; and as such for a due cogni- 
tion of this, we must take our stand upon Proximity, &c. (of the Verbs 
occurring in the Scriptural Injunction); and when this is not possible, the 
Process is pointed out by some other means ;—either (1)directly by scrip- 
tural Injunctions, or (2) indirectly by the particular Implications of the 
generic Injunction, (3) or by the Apparent Inconsistency of an entirely 
transcendental help (required in the case). 

Thus, being duly equipped with all its three factors, the Bhdvand be- 
comes capable of being accomplished; and as such it becomes the object 
of an Injunction. And because the Bhavana is enjoined, it is on account 
of the Apparent Inconsistency of this, that we have tho Injunctions of 
sacrifice, &c., (as forming the factors of the said Bhavana). And thus the 
Sitra becomes duly established. 


EE 


Says the Bhāshya :—“ There are certain Karmagabdas, &c.” And 
though the proper words to be cited as examples were ‘ ydga,’ ‘ yajyana,’ &e., 
yet the Bhashya has cited the words ‘ Çyêna, &c., which are accomplished 
as such only through their co-extensiveness with the aforesaid words; and 
the words ‘ Cyéna,’ &c., are casily recognisable as Karmarabdas, because of 
their denoting certain actions occurring after the Injunction of such instru- 
ments as those of the ‘ yäga,; sacrifice, &c.; and thus these are dependent 
upon something else,—it being absolutely impossible for an independent 
word to be spoken of as ‘ bhk@vagabda’ (and as such there is nothing 
incongruous or tautological in the sentence ‘bhavarthah karmagabdah’). 
Specially as the ‘ ydga,’ ‘ sacrifice,’ &c., by themselves, are capable of being 
inferred to be ‘ bhavartha.’ 

There are certain ‘bhavartha’ words that are not ‘* Karmacabdas.’ 
Aud iu this connection the proper examples to cite were ‘ bhdvayet 
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kuryat, &c.; but the Bhashya cites the words ‘ bhiti,’ &c., which signify 
the action of that which is prompted ; and as such they are not capable of 
being cited as instances of ‘ bhāvartha, as explained above. And though 
‘one of the words cited by the Bhashya could, by taking it in the causal 
sense, be spoken of as ‘ bhdvdrtha,’ yet trae other two are not capable of such 
constructions; though these latter also carr have their denotation split up 
into two parts—one part being the action of the Prompter and another that 
of the Prompted ; and with reference to the Kittor, they can be spoken 
of as ‘bhdvartha;’ and it is for this reason that\the Bhashya has cited 
them. Or, it may be that, in accordance with the interpretation in the 
following Sūtra, the purpose of the Bhavana may be Yaken as served by 
only a partial signification (only that of the action of being); and hence 
even though the words in question do not signify the whole of he Bhavana, 
yet they can be spoken of as ‘ bhavartha.’ 

Question: “ Why should not these (‘ bhavartha words’) be spoken 
of as Karmagabdas, when all verb-roots are called Karmagubdas ? ” 

Answer: An undefined generic action (that of being) being incapablo 
of being performed, such words cannot be spoken of as Karmagabdas. 
And hence it is that it is only such verbal roots, as denote particular 
actions, that are recognised as Karmagabdas ; and hence the question does 
not affect our position. l 

If the words ‘ Cyéna,’ ‘ Citra,’ &c., (names of sacrifices) were directly 
related to the particular results (mentioned in the sentenco ‘ Cyénéndbhi- 
varan yajéta,’ &c.), then the Sacrifice itsclf would not have any instru- 
mntal agency in the accomplishment of the results; and then the words 
‘ Cyna, &c., could not be taken as Names; because itis only because of the 
co-ordination of the Instrumental Sacrifice with the words ‘Cyénéna,’ &c., 
that these latter are taken as names; and then these words would have to 
be taken as laying down materials for the sacrifices (which has been 
shown above to be absolutely untenable). It is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has said— When we have the present Adhikarana, etc., etc.” (That 
is to say, when, according to the present Adhikarana, the Sacrifice is taken 
as the Instrument of the Bhavana, thon the ‘ Cyéua’ cannot but be taken 
as a mere Name of the sacrifice). 

It may be asked why the fact of the sacrifice being the Instrument 
of the Bhavana was not ascertained on the previous occasion. But the 
reason was that the particular fact has no connection with the subject- 
matter of the former Adhyfya, which treats only cf the means of knowing 
Dharma. Then there is the question — why should not the fact of ‘Cyéna’ 
&c., being names of sacrifices have been left to be treated of on the present 
occasion P But the reason of this is that this fact has no connection with the 
Marks of Difference (among Actions), which forms the subject-matter of 
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the present Adkydya. Therefore the treatment of the two facts must be 
accepted in their present order of sequence, ` 

Says the Bhashya — ‘ Na caishamaythina, &c.’; and this refers to the 
word mentioning tho Result; t.e., tle mention of the Result has no direct 
concern with the word ‘ Ottrayd.’ - 

Says the Bhdshya:— ‘ Vivibhaktikatvat;’ and this may mean — (1) 
because of the disappearance of the Oonjugational affix that signifies the pecu- 
liar relationship ; or (2) because of the presence of the particular Declensional 
afix which signifies an accomplished entity. For these two reasons, the words 
‘Citra,’ &c., that denote certain substances, can have no connection with the 
particular results ‘mentioned; as has been declared — ‘The relationship 
of the means pnd the object always rests in the Bhāvanā; and hence the 
said adic could never be accomplished without an affix denoting 
the Bhavana,’ 


Kutra (2): Objection :—“But Bhavea forms the meaning of 
| words.” 


“Wo cannot admit of the fact of the Apurva being expressed by tho 
“ Affix, or by the Root by itself directly; and as for oxpressing it in- 
“ directly, this can be equally done by the Noun also. 

“ That is to say, if it were held that the Apirva can be expressible only 
“by that which denotes the Bhdvand, or by the root alone by itself, 
“ independently of the Affix, then, the theory that it is expressed by Nouns 
“would have been untenable. As a matter of fact, however, just as the 
“ root, expressed by the Affix is capable of denoting the instrumentality (of 
“tho Apurva), indirectly through the agency of the Bhavana, so also is the 
“ Noun ; and as such there is no difference in the two theories.” 


Sutra (3): Reply: Such words, on the utterance whereof 
the forms of the objects denoted are directly cognised, are Nouns; 
and as such these do not stand in need of anything else, on account 
of their being self-sufficient in regard to their denotation. 


It has beon already shown above that when the Apirva is expressed by 
any one factor of the sentence, all else becomes subsidiary to it; and we 
are now going to show the difference in the very characters of the different 
words themselves. 

For instance, we cannot admit of a distinct Dharma being mani- 
festod with each word of a sentenco; because that would necessitate tho 
admission of many transcendental agencies; and we have yet to show 
that the Noun can have no direct relationship with the result of the 
sacrifice. Thatis to say, when the particular transcendental agency is held 
to be accomplished by any one word 2f +he sentence, all else is very rightly 
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taken as accomplishing certain visible results and thereby becoming sub- 
Sidiary to the former; and this theory appears to be tho simplest under 
the circumstances. If, however, for the sake of making the latter subsi- 
diary to the former, we have got to assume other transcendental results to 
follow from these, then it would be very much simpler to hold all the 
words to be equally related to the Result; nor will this entail the trouble 
of assuming diverse relationships in the sentence. 

Now then, if the Noun be held to bo directly related to tle Result, 
we would have to call, to the aid of the former, the signification of the 
Root. This signification of the root, however, being self-sufficient, could 
no: kring any visible help to the denotation of the Noun which is an 
accomplished entity ; nor does this latter stand in any need of such visible: 
help; because the denotation of the noun is recognised as a fully 
accomplished entity, at the very time of its being uttered; and because 
that of which it is said to stand in need (viz., the Sacrifice as signified 
by the Root) is yet to be accomplished. 

The word “ prayoya”’ in the Sitra, means that with regard to which 
the word is used, i.e., the object denoted by it; and it is through this that 
there is a recognition of the accomplished form of the denotation of the 
word. 

The form of the Action is said to be perishable, only with a view to 
point to the fact of that form not having yet appeared; specially as even 
when the action has been accomplished, inasmuch as it is extremely 
transitory in its character, it always stands in need of repeated accom- 
plishments. 

Tébhyah parakatksha.—This may be explained (1) as that these Nouns 
do not stand in necd of anything else that would serve as their primary — 
in this case it being necessary to supply the words ‘na vidyaté;’ or (2) 
the need for anything olse is far away from those. l 

“How”? Tho reply is ‘bhūtatvāt’—that is to say, because of these 
being accomplished entities; this has been addod only with a viow to 
show the real character of things; which serves as a reason for the view 


held by the Sütra. 


Sutra (4): Such words, on whose utterance the objects 
denoted are not found to exist, are Verbs; hence it is by means of 


these that the Apurva is cognised; because of the object being 
dependent. 


It is always the denotation of the root, as contained in the Verb, 
that is cognised as something to be accomplishgd ; and when this is held to 
be connected directly with the Result, the Noun must be taken as serving 
only a visible purpose. 
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That is to say, from its very character, the denotation of the Root is 
cognised as something to be accomplished, which latter is distinctly specified 
by such roots as form parts of particular verbs. Hence when such a 
denotation of the Root is laid down as the means to a Distinct Result, in- 
asmuch as the former itself is something yet to be accomplished, it stauds 
in need of an Instrument; and what the Noun does is to lay down either 
the accessories of the sucrifice (denoted by the Root), or to appear only as 
the Name of a particular sacrifice; or do both; and thereby it becomes 
subsidiary to the denotation of the Root. 

Objection: “ If you hold it to appear as tho Name, then, inasmuch 
“as the word that appears as the Noun would also be something to be 
“ accomplished, this too would be equal in all respects to the denotation 
“of the Root.” j 

Reply: Not so: (1) Because if the Name be held to be directly con- 
nected with the Result, it would only bo taken as an Accessory; and as 
such an accomplished entity (and this would strike at its very character 
of the Name). And (2) because though the denotation of the root has 
the character of something to be accomplished, yot when it happens to be 
expressed by a Noun, it is always cognised as an accomplished entity, ex- 
actly like any ordinary substanco. 

That is to say, though tho denotation of the Root is in the form of 
something to be accomplished, yet whenever it happens to be mentioned by 
a Noun, it is always accompanied by distinct notions of Gender and Num- 
ber, and as such a fully accomplished entity. And it is a reoognised fact 
that the syntactical needs of words depend upon the particular verbal 
expression, and not upon the real state of things described; hence it 
must bo admitted that such a need belongs to the Root, and not to the 
Noun. 

“ Because of the object being dependent,”—this serves to point out the 
difference betweon the Noun and the Verb, as based upon the degrees of 
proximity to the words. In connection with the Bhavand,—which has the 
character of a particular activity of the person concerned—this person 
requires a certain relationship of the denotation of the Root; and as there 
is no reason for sotting aside this fact, there is no need of the mention of 
the Noun; and this is a sufficient ground of differenco. 


RPP ne ag Nay NE gl ar ane ne POO, 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The Existence of Apirva.] 


The above discussion, as to the means of the comprehension of the 
Apirva, has presupposed the existence of the Apūrva itself; but inas- 
much as its existence is not generally accepted, the next sūtra is introduced 
with a viow to establish the existence of the Apūrva. 


Sutra (5): There is an Apurva ; because of the Injunction. 


Inasmuch as sacrificos have been laid down for the purpose of certain 
definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long time,—snch deferred 
fruition of the Action would not bo possible, unless there was an inter- 
vening agoncy of the Apiirva. That is to say, the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency of the relationship of sacrifices and such results as the attainment of 
Heaven, &c., laid down in tho Voda,—points to the fact that the existence 
of the Apūrva also is laid down in the Veda itself ; and as such it is quito 
authoritative. 

Some people—notably the author of tho Vriti on the Si#tras—thinking 
themselves to be excoptionally clever, seck to disprove the Apdrva in the 
following manner. And this serves as the 


PURVAPAKSHA (1) of the Adhikarana, 


“ Being not amenable to cither of the first five means of right no- 
“tion, the Apirva must be admitted to be amenable to the sixth—Noegation. 
“That is to say, the first five means of right notion—Sense-perception 
“and the rest—serve the purpose of giving ideas of certain things; con- 
‘sequently an object which is not amenable to any of these, cannot but be 
“accepted to bo non-existent, being amenable to the sixth means of right 
“notion—Negation. And, as a matter of fact, none of the former five 
“are found to be applicable to the Apūrva ; and hence, being totally foreign 
“ (A-pūrva) to the means of right notion, it is a non-entity, and as such the 
“name ‘ Apiirva’ is quite propor for it. 

63 
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“(1) The Apérva is not cognised by means of Sense-perception, bo- 
“eause not being of the nature of the objects of Sense,—Colour, &c.,—it 
“ cannot be cognised by means of the eye, &c. 

“ (2) Nor is it coguisable by means of Inference; because it has never 
“been found to be actually concomitant with any characteristic mark 
“ (that could serve as the middle term of the Inferential Syllogism); as 
“a matter of fact, no relationship—either general or particular—has ever 
“been cognised, with regard to the Apūrva; and we have also shown 
“above that Inference is never able to prove the mere existence of objects. 

(3) We do not know of any word orsentence denotative of the 
“ Apurva; and hence it cannot be held to be an object of verbal cog- 
“nition. And as for its cognition being based upon the Veda, this 
“could be possible, only if it were expressed by either a Word or a 
“Sentence, And asa matter of fact, there is no word that is directly 
‘“expressive of the Apūrve. As for the word Apirva itself, it only 
“ expresses the true state (non-existent) of any such thing; and as 
“such denies its existence totally. And as arule, words cannot apply to 
“a thing not cognised by any other means of cognition; as it has 
“already been shown that the Word itself is not an independent means of 
“notion. And as for the Sentence, it caunot serve as the means of cogni- 
“sing the Apirva; for the simple reason that the sentence is totally 
“ incapable of expressing any such thing as an Apirva; because what is 
“expressed by @ sentence is either the idontity or difference, or some 
“sort of relationship between any two or more objects; while as a 
“ matter of fact, there are no such objects, of which the Apūrva could 
t be either the identity or difference or any other relationship. Though 
“for the cognition of difference among objects, the S#iralays down 
“such means as Different Words, &c., and Direct Assertion, &e.,—yet 
“these also are applicable only to the differentiation or usage of such 
“objects as have a natural cxistence of their own; and they cannot 
“serve to point ont the existence of anything; and as such they eannot 
“serve as the means of cognising the Apürva. And as for Indirect Im- 
“plication (Alidéga), this cannot apply to anything that has not been 
“cognised by means of Direct Assertion. And further, the whole of the 
“Veda treating of mere Injunctions and Prohibitions, it is never found 
“to point out the existence of objects ; and hence there can be no serip- 
“tural authority for the Apirva, 

“(4) That which has never been seen, and hence anything similar 
“ to which has never been seen, can never form the object of Analogy. In 
“fact, being nover perceived, the Apirva could be held to be analogous 
* only to non-entities, liko the haye’s horns, which also aro never per- 
* ceived. 
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© (5) Even Apparent Inconsistency does not show that there actually 
“is any such thing as Apirvra; because the relationship of the Sacrifice 
“and its Result is capable of other explanations. 

“That is to say, (a) as for the Apparent Inconsistency of something 
“actually seen, this can be shown to be as irrelevant here as in the case 
“of tho proving of the existence of Dharma, That is, as a proof of the 
*“ existence of Dharma, people bring forward the fact of there being dis- 
“t erepancios in the conditions of different people ; but this discrepancy is 
“otherwise explicable,—being held to be due to the nature of the 
“ individuals concerned ; in the same manner, the relationship of the Sacri- 
“fice with its results being otherwise explicable, it cannot point to any 
“such thing as the Apūrva. (b) As for the Apparent Inconsistency of 
“ something that has been directly asserted, this applies only to such casos 
“ where the Inconsistency is perceptible. In the present case, however, 
“we have to deal with something that is assumed; and certainly any 
“such thing cannot be said to bo inconsistent with something else. For 
“ instance, when itis said that the material to be offered should be cut out by 
“the Sruva, it is distinctly perceptible that such materials as Meat, Cuke 
“and the like are incapable of being cut by it ; and as the general direc- 
“ tion is applicable to these latter also, the direction is interpreted as that it 
“is only the cutting out of liquids, or somi-liquids, that is to be done by the 
“ Sruva. And this assumed interpretation is not inconsistent with anything ; 
because it does not entail the rejection of something directly laid down and 
“the assumption of somothing not so laid down. As for the Apiirra, it 
“ecan never be conceived of as the means ton result ; and as such it can- 
“not be urged that from among various means to the Result, all others 
“being inapplicable to the case in question, it is the Apūrva alone that 
“can be accepted as the means, by tho Law of Partgésha (Alternatives). 

“ And further, if the mere fact of the inapplicability of other means 
“ were to serve as the sole ground for the application of the said Law of 
“« Alternatives, why cannot we assume the Horns of the Hare to be the 
“ means in question ? That is to say, the mere fact of the absence of any 
“other cause, cannot justify the assumption of Apūrva being the neces- 
“sary means; because the reason would be equally applicable to the 
“agency of the ‘hare’s horns’ as well. 

“ And, further, if the Aparva be held to be something bronght about 
“ by the Sacrificc, then that would mean a rejection of the Heaven, which 
“is the directly asserted objective of the Sacrifice, and the assumption 
“of a thing not so asserted. And secondly, if the Apūrva be held to be 
“the means to the particular Result, that would mean the rejection of the 
“ Sacrifice, which is the directly asserted means to the Result, and the 
“assumption of something not so declared. And there is no third 
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“character that could be attributed to the Aparva. Consequently, on 
“ the strength of the Scripture, it must be held that the Result follows 
“directly from the Sacrifice. 

“If it be asked—how can the Sacrifice, being itself immediately 
“ destroyed, bring about the result P—all that we have to say, in reply, 
“is that, when such an effectiveness is mentioned in the Scriptures, why 
“should it bother your head? For certainly, what is your authority for 
“holding that the long-standing (Apirva, left by the Sacrifice) brings 
“about the Result? If it be alaw that it is only long-standing causes 
“that can bring about any effects, then why should it not be held that the 
“ Results are brought about by the Akdga, and such eternal things? If it be 
“ urged that, ‘ wo assume the Result to be brought about by the Apzrva, 
“simply because that alone is capable of a continuous existence other 
“than what is possible for that (Sacrifice) which is laid down as the 
‘€ means ’—then, it wonld be far more reasonable to assume the Result 
“to follow from the Akdga, &c.; but in this latter caso, inasmuch as 
“the existence of these is universally recognised, you would have to as- 
“sume only their agency in the bringing about of the Result; where- 
‘“‘as in tho case of the Apiirva, you have got to assume everything, 
‘beginning from its very existonce, without any authority whatever. 

“ [E you mean to say that, ‘the Result must bo brought about by 
“somo such agency as has some degroc of permanonce, and is connected 
“with the Sacrifice (which cannot bo said of Akdca, &c.)’,—even then, 
“ (1) it would be very much simpler to assume the Result to be brought 
“about by the Soul of the Sacrificer, which is connected with the Sac- 
“ rifico, and is permanent. That is to say, the Sacrifice itself being tran- 
“ sitory, if the Result brought about by something connected with it 
“cean be spoken of as brought about by the Sacrifice,—then certainly 
‘it is vory much simpler to assumo that it is brought about by the soul 
“of the person who has performod the Sacrifice. (2) Or, the destruction 
“of the Sacrifice could bring about the Result (all Destruction being per- 
“ manent); and tho assumption of this agoncy would not require any 
“ great effort on our part, inasmuch as it is correlative to the Sacrifico which 
“is directly laid down in the Veda. Thatis to say, the Sacrifice itsclf 
“being transitory, what we have to admit is that the Action itself is 
“ destroyed; but on account of the truthfulness of the Scripture, its 
‘ Result is sure to follow at some other time. And itis a rulo that that which 
“leads to the cognition of something else is the means to this latter; and 
“in the case in question, wo find that it is the destruction of the action 
“that gives us an idea of the occurrence of the Result at some other 


“time; and hence this Destruction must be admitted to be the means to 
“ the Result. 
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“Tt may be urged that a non-entity is never held to be an effective 
“agent. But in reply to this, we ask—where have you come across that 
“ effective agency of the Apurva, that you accept it in the present case? 
« And when it becomes absolutely necessary to renounce the ordinarily 
“acknowledged character of the Means,—and we come to consider whether 
“we should assume the agency of the Apūrva or that of Negution,—it 
‘cannot but strike us that the assumption of the agency of Negation 
“ which is accomplished in itself, is far more reasonable than, and cannot 
“ bo rightly given up in favour of, that of the agency of the Apirva, 
“ which itself has got to be assumed. 

“ And further, if the words of the Veda itself could express the fact 
“of the Rosult following at some other time, then alone could we, on the 
“strength of that, assume the intervening agency of something else. 
“That is to say, the Vedic Injunction is found to serve the purpose of 
“ pointing out the relation between a certain Action and a Result; and no 
“ mention is found therein of any other time ; and hence from the nature 
“of Actions in goneral, we would naturally assume the result of the Ac- 
“ tion enjoined to follow immediately after it; why then should we, in 
“ the first place, assume the result to occur at some other time, and then, 
“ secondly, assume the intervening agency of the Apūrva P 

“Hoere it may be urged that—‘at the time that the Action is per- 
“ formed, the Result is not found to appear immediately after it; and we 
“are forced to the conclusion that the Result must follow at some other 
“ time, and that the Apirva is the agent that intervenes between the perfor- 
« mance of the Action and the appearance of the Result.’ 

“ But this is not correct; it is only after he has ascertained the pure 
“ meaning of of the Scriptural Injunction that a person engages in the per- 
“ formance of the Action enjoined ; and after the Action has been performed, 
“he does not trouble himself with the meaning of the said Injunction. 
“That is to say, none that is ignorant of Vedic Injunctions is entitled to 
“the performance of any Sacrifice; and hence prior to the performance 
“of the Sacrifice, it is absolutely necessary for the performer to have 
“a full comprehension of all that is implied in the Injunctions. And 
“as a matter of fact, at the time of this comprehension, there is not 
“tho least idea of the fact of the Result of the Action not appearing at 
“the time of its performance. And that which, at the time of the com- 
“ prehension of the Scriptural Injunction, has not been cognised as con- 
“ tained in the Injunction—how can it be possible that it is always cog- 
“ nised subsequently ? 

“Then again, inasmuch in the case of all men, we find the Result 
“not appearing immediately after the Action —we can attribute this fact 
“to some deficiency in the performer himself; and as such there is no 
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“Inconsistency in tho non-appenrance of the Result, that could justify 
“the assumption of the Apdrva. Thatis to say, we actually find a certain 
“deficiency (in the performer or in the performance of the Action), which 
“ supplies the necessary explanation of the fact of the Result not appearing 
“immediately after the Action is performed; and hence there can be no 
“ ground for assuming an Apirva, for the sake of the appearance of the 
“ Result at some other time. Because the authority of Apparent Inconsis- 
“tency being equally applicable to both assumptions, it is more reason- 
“ablo by far to assume some such deficiency, even when any such be not 
“‘nerceptible, than to assume an altogether unprecedented agency of tho 
“ Aptirva. 

“ Nor can the Apirva be assumed with a view to the appearance of 
“ Results during future lives. Because Heaven and Hell consisting of only 
“ Pleasure and Pain, respectively, these two are actually experienced by the 
“ person during this very life, immediately after the performance of actions- 
“That is to say, there are no Heaven and Hell either in the shape ex- 
“tremes of Pleasure and Pain, or in the shape of certain well-defined 
“ localities,—so that these could not be experienced during the present life ; 
“ specially as if these were transcendental, we could not have any longing for 
“or aversion to them; and as for the ordinary pleasures and pains, these 
“appear immediately after the performance of the Action ; and so there is 
“ no difference in the case of such results, that could justify an assumption 
“of the Aparva. 

“ Further, in the case of Prohibitions, the declaration of the Scripture 
“ig not found to bring about an Apirva; and hence any Aparra proceeding 
“from an infringement of the Prohibitions could not have the authority 
“of the Scriptures. That is to say, in the case of the sentence—‘ the 
“ Brahmana should not be killed,’ what is declared by the Scripture is 
“that one should desist from such killing; and such desisting cannot bring 
“about any result at any other time; and as such this does not stand in 
“need of the assumption of an Apirva. Of the killing of the Brahmana, 
“ however, the result is the fall into Hell; and if this Result could be 
“ mado the ground for assuming an Apiirva to be produced by such killing, 
“inasmuch as the killing is not enjoined in the Veda, the Apūrva in qucs- 
“ tion would be brought about by an ordinary (non-Vedic) action; and as 
“ guch it could not be said to rest upon the authority of the Veda. And 
“even if such an Apirva were assumed, being itself without any action, 
“it could not be capable of carrying the body of tho person to any other 
“ place, at some other time; and thus too it would be absolutely useless. 

“Nor is it possible for the Apūrva to have any substratum ; because 
“the substratum of the action itself is the sacrificial Cake, and such other 
‘things appertaining to the sacrifice ; und all these are destroyed with 
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“the Action; and nothing apart from such substrata of the Action could 
“serve as the substratum of the connected Apiruva. l 

“The samo arguments apply also to the rejection of the Subsidiary 
« Apurvas, And further, if the Subsidiary Apurvas be held to lead to tho 
“ Principal Apūrva at a distance, then the subsidiaries not being directly 
“ related to the Principal Action, they could not servo any useful purpose. 
“That is to say, even if wo assume a subsidiary Apurva, this could not be 
“of any use, unless related to the Principal Action. Nor is it possible for 
“it to fall in with either the Principal Action itsolf or its Apdrva, because 
“of the immaterial character of these. 

“ As for the particular result that is said to accrue to the substance— 
“« Corn, for instance—through its being washed ;—oven this ends w'th 
“that rosult ; and as such not moving any further, it could not in any 
“way help the Principal Apūrva in bringing about the main Result of the 
“ Principal Action. 

“If the Subsidiary Apirvas were held to inhere in the soul of the 
“ saerificer, then, in that case they would become included in a purpose 
“desired by the agent; and as such it would lose its character of being 
“ subsidiary to the Action. 

“ And further, inasmuch as all subsidiary actions are mentioned 
“ simultaneously by a single sentence, all the subsidiary Apūrvas would ac- 
“cord their help simultaneously ; but no sach simultaneous action is pos- 
“ sible unless they are related to one another ; as a matter of fact, however, 
“ there is no ground for any such relationship. Tho same argnments apply 
“to the simultaneous action of the Principal Apirvas towards the comple- 
“ tion of the Result. Therefore we conclude that on account of the mere 
“ fact of its being performed, the Principal Action produces the Result in 
“the Man, and the subsidiary Actions bring about their results in the 
“ Principal Action. 

“ Nor again is it possible for the Apirva to be either produced or mani- 
“ fested. 

“ Because it could not be produced all at once, by a number of actions 
“ that appear one after tho other; and being devoid of constituent parts 
‘it could not be believed to be produced in any sequential order. And 
“ hence it can never be said to be produced. 

“ Nor can it bo manifested ; because a manifestation is possible only 
“through somo sort of an effect produced upon the sense-organs, or the 
“ objects of sense, or both of these ; whereas we do not find any such effect 
“ to be produced by Sacrifice, &c. That is to say, all manifestations are 
“ brought about by means of the effect produced upon one of the afore- 
“ said three (tle sense, tho object, or both); and hence in the case in 
“ question, it becomes necessary to assume another such offect (Sarskara). 
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“Then again, for the sake of this lust, we have to assume another añs- 
“kāra; and hence this theory cannot be said to have any authority. If the 
“ Apurva were perceived after the performance of the Action, then we 
“could speak of its being manifested (because it is only that which exists 
“that can be manifested ),—and that too, if there were some authoritative 
“means of coguising its existence. As a matter of fact, however, none of 
“ these two contingencies exist. Consequently, we conclude that there is 
“no such thing as Apūrva, and that the present Sara does not treat of 
“any such thing; hence the said interpretation of the Sutra cannot be 
“ accepted as correct.” 


To all this, we make the following reply : 


SIDDHANTA. 


Tho peculiar kind of Apirva that you have reared up in your own 
imagination, to have a tangible body, is nothing to us, and as such a refu- 
tation of that need not trouble us at all. For the simple reason that tho 
Apirva that we hold is not what you have refuted, but we mean by it a 
certain capability in the Principal Action or in the Agont, which did not 
exist prior to the performance of the action, and which is duly ,based upon 
the authority of the Scriptures. Before the Principal or the Subsidi- 
ary actions are performed, men are incapable of reaching Heaven, and 
the Principal Sacrifices aro incapable of bringing about their results. 
And it must be admitted that both these incapabilitics—one in the agent 
and another in the Principal Action—are set aside by the duly performed 
Principal and Subsidiary sacrifices, which then produce a certain capability 
in them. Because unless the said capability be produced the Actions remain 
as good as unperformed. And it is this capability, in the Agent or in the 
Principal Sacrifice, that is called, in our philosophy, the ‘ Apirva.’ 

You have urged that the Apirva is not cognisable by any of tho re- 
cognised means of right notion, Sense-perception and the rest. This is 
true; inasmuch as tho only meens of cognising the Apurvad is the Apparent 
Inconsistency of something mentioned in the Veda; and hence your 
argument does not quite affect our position. Specially because we also 
hold only such Apparent Inconsistency to be tho means of knowing the 
Apirva ; and inasmuch as this Apparent Inconsistency forms a part of 
Verbal Testimony, our sole authority for the Apérva is the Scripture itself. 

Thatis to say, there are certain Vedic passages which declare that 
attainment of Heaven proceeds from tho sacrifice, and that the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Prayāja and the rest, impart a help to the Principal Sacrifice ; 
and on account of such passages it must bo admitted that these actions, 
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whether destroyed or not, have a certain potency for bringing about the 
results mentioned in the said passages; specially as no effects can be 
produced by an entity that is devoid of all potency. 

Now then, we must admit the said potency to belong to the 
Sacrifices, after they have been performed. Because all actions being 
transitory, it is not possible for even a single action to exert a simultaneous 
influence upon the Result; how then can this be possible in the case of 
many actions? That is to say, when the action is taken in hand, inasmuch 
as it is made up of many momentary parts, it is incapable of applying al 
at once to any Result, and this becomes all the more impossible when the 
Actions—such as the Darga-Parnamdasa, etc.—are made up of many supple- 
mentary Actions. For instance, at the time that the Darga is performed, 
there is no Pūrnamāsa; and by the time that the Pūrnamāsa is performed, 
the Darga has long ceased to exist; and so also in the case of a single 
sacrifice, at the time that the Agnéya is performed, the Agnishomiya and 
the Upāùçn sacrifices do not exist; and when any one of these exist, the 
other two do not; and thus no simultaneity is possible. Consequently if 
the Darga-Pirnamasa, or any part of it, were to be destroyed, without 
leaving behind any capability in the Agent, then they would be in the 
same position as that which they had before their performance; and as 
such any subsequent action not having any concomitance, either directly 
or through some potency left behind, with the foregoing actions, such 
performance of the latter Principal Action would in no way differ from 
this same Action, when performed alone by itself, without the foregoing 
subsidiaries (as at the time of the bringing about of the final result it 
would have, in both cases, to depend solely upon itself) ; and hence there 
would not appear the Result, which is laid down as following from the 
Principal Action as accompanied by the Subsidiary Actions; because 
neither the Darca by itself, nor any other Action, has been laid down as the 
means of that Result. 

Even those who declare that the Result must always follow imme- 
diately after the Action, will have to admit that the Result should 
appear at the end of all the Actions concerned ; and consequently, accord- 
ing to them, Action performed last being the immediate precursor 
of the Result would be the only means to the Result, all the others having 
been long destroyed. If however all the Actions leave behind them certain 
capabilities, called ‘ Apirvas,’ then there being no use of the actual presence 
of the Actions themselves, even when their physical forms have ceased to 
exist, the functioning of the Result would have a simultaneity based upon 
such capabilities; specially as it is ogly such simultaneity that is found to 
be the basis of all usage. For instance, all objects are found to act their 
parts, in all ordinary usage, only by means of their capabilities; and hence 
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the usage can be accomplished by means of the capabilities, even if the 
physical form of the action exist at some other time and place. Even in 
the case of ordinary actions of the world, when the Results of such actions 
are found to appear at some other time, the said capability must exist; but 
this capability is not called ‘ Apirva.’ That is to say, even in the ordinary 
world there are many snch Actions as, Farming, Hating butter, and Study 
&c., the Results of which are found to appear at some future time; end 
inasmuch as these actions themselves cannot continue to exist till the 
appearance of the result, we must admit the Result to be brought about 
by certain potencies left behind them, which continue to exist all along. 
But inasmuch as these actions do not appertain to the Veda, these capabi- 
litics are not called ‘ Apirvas.’ 

Thus then, before the action is performed, at the very time that the 
Vedic Injunction of the Action has been heard, we at once recognise the 
Result therein mentioned to be capable of being brought about by the 
due performance of many Subsidiary and Principal Actions ; and having a 
firm faith in the veracity of the Veda, we at once come to the conclusion that 
all the various Subsidiary and Principal Actions must continue to have 
some sort of an existence, up to the time of the actual appearance of the 
Result ; and inasmuch as we find the physical forms of these actions to 
be destroyed as soon as they are performed, we conclude that they cau 
have no existence, except in the shape of some sort of a capability left 
behind. 

It has been urged that the assumption of the Apirva entails the rejec- 
tion of that which is directly mentioned in the Veda, and the assumption of 
something not so mentioned. But such is not the case ; because as a matter 
of fact, (1) either the Result may be said to be brought about by the Sacri- 
fice itself, through the said Capability, or (2) the Result itself may be said 
to have been produced, immediately after the action, in the shape of a cer- 
tain subtile potency. 

(1) If the Result were brought about by something totally uncon- 
nected with the Sacrifice, then the said objection would apply to us. As 
a matter of fact, however, that which is brought about by the potency left 
behind in the Agent by the Sacrifice, is brought abont by the Sacrifice 
itself; specially as all Causes in the world, in the bringing about of their 
particular results, staud in need of certain intermediate actions. (2) Or 
conversely, all effects, in the shape of the Curd, &c., when appearing from 
their causes, as Milk, &., do not all at once appear in the thickened form 
(of the curd); in fact, in the interval (between the milk and the fully- 
developed curd) the milk undergoes, at every step, various subtile modifi- 
cations, Jn the same manner, a result, like Heaven, undergoes several 
intervening modifications, in the shape of the Apūrva, which is in the 
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shape of a sprout (that would blossom forth into the fully-developed 
Heaven). And hence, in the appearance of this sprout-like Apirva, the 
Heaven itself becomes produced; and in this case, all the time that inter- 
venes between the determination to perform the sacrifice and the experi- 
encing of the last iota of the Result, is counted as the Present. It has also 
been declared elsewhere : ‘When one says one should cook the food by 
means of fuel, the action of burning is understood; and as soon as the 
sprout has sprung up, it is taken for granted that the tree has grown.’ 

It has been urged above that before the Action has been actually 
performed, there can be no idea of any such thing as the Apirva. But 
this is not true ; because all Means, either Vedic or of the ordinary world, 
are known to bo transitory; and then unless there 1s some idea of the 
permanence of some sort of a potency left behind by the Means, how could 
such a Means be enjoined in the Veda? That is to say, unless we actually 
recognise the fact that the potency left behind by the Means, which itself is 
past and gone, subsists till the final accomplishment of the Result,—there 
is no possibility of atransitory Action being enjoined; and hence it is 
proved that the idea of the possibility of such a potency exists before the 
Action is performed. 

Nor can the Result be said to be brought about by the souls of the 
persons that have performed the sacrifice ; because, iu accordance with your 
theory, there is no difference made in the soul, either by the performance 
or the non-performauce of the sacrifice. If the sacrifice were to dis- 
appear without leaving any trace behind, then, being as good as not per- 
formed, what would be tho difference between the soul of the person that 
has performed the sacrifice and that of one who has not performed it ? 
Because the character of the soul exists equally in both ; and the character 
of the sacrifice too belongs equally to that which is performed and has 
disappeared, and to that which is not performed. And as for the character 
of the performer (of the sacrifice), it does not persist in the soul of the 
persou who is at some other time devoid of the action, and occupies an 
altogether different position. Nor can it be urged that the potency of the 
Performer subsists ; because the sacrifice being performed even before the 
appearance of this potency (which appears only after the action has been 
performed), it cannot be said to be any such cause of the Action as func- 
tions by its very presence. And further, if the Man (his soul) were the 
means of the Result,—theu the means of all Results, pleasant and as well as 
unpleasant, being one and the same, all the Results would always be of one 
and the same kind. And again, the character of having performed sacrifices 
would inhere equally in one who has performed many sacrifices and one 
who has performed only one; and then there would be no difference in the 
results accruing to these two persons. And this argument would strike 
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against all those that perform many sacrifices ; specially because the verb 
not signifying the performing agent, how could it be cognised that such 
and such a person has the character of having performed many sacrifices. 
For one who accspts the production of Apūrva, there is a distinct Apirva 
for each action performed, and as such there would be no incongruity in 
the multiplicity and multifariousness of Results. 

And further, among the subsidiaries also, if the soul of the performer 
alone were the sole means to the end, then inasmuch as the traces left by 
the subsidiaries, as performed along with one Principal Sacrifice, would 
subsist in the soul of the performer at all times, there would be no per- 
formance of the same subsidiaries, along with another sacrifice (in which 
two they are laid down as to be performed separately). That is to say, 
according to your theory, all the subsidiary sacrifices, the Prayāju and the 
rest, being transient, there could be no proximity of the Result with the 
physical forms of these, and consequently, the help that the subsidiaries 
would accord to the Principal, must be done by the Performer; aud this 
help of the Principal too, in the absence of an Apūrra, must accord its help 
to the soul of the Performer himself; thus then, one who has performed the 
subsidiary Praydja, &c., in connection with the Principal Sacrifice, would 
remain ever-endued with the aid accorded by these subsidiaries; and 
hence—without performing these along with another sacrifice, which is 
laid down as to be performed exactly in the same way as the former Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice,—he would attain its Result all the same; and so there 
could be no performance over again of these subsidiaries ; and in that case 
there could be no room for such injunctions as that—‘ during the Praydjas 
one should offer the krshnala (a material laid down as the substitute of 
the ordinary materials offered at the sacrifice in connection with one Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice). Tt might be urged that-—“ the times of the performance 
of the two sets of sacrifices being different, the one performance of the 
subsidiaries could not obviate the necessity of performing them over 
again.” Butthe reply to this will be given under the Sūtra ‘ Arthasydvi- 
krtatvat’ where it will be shown that the aid accorded by the performance 
of the subsidiaries being held to be in the shape of the soul of the Per- 
former, this aid would remain exactly the same, whether the object aided 
be near at hand or at a distance; and that thus it would make no differ- 
ence, even if the Principal Sacrifice to be performed were not quite proxi- 
mate to the subsidiaries. 

The above objections apply also to the theory that the Result pro- 
ceeds from the Destruction of the Action. Because one who holds the 
Result to follow from such Destruction could have no difference among the 
Destructions of good and evil actions, or between those of one or many 
actions, or among various kinds*of negation itself—viz.: Prior Negatiou, 
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Posterior Negation, &c. ; because all of these equally are non-entities ; and 
as such there could be no diversity or multifariousness of results. For 
instance, one who has been cured of one disease, as well as one who has 
been cured of many,—in the case of both .of these men, the fact of being 
cured is just the same. 

If the Destruction of each particular action be held to be distinct, then 
it becomes an entity; and as we know of no such entity, it is only the 
entity in the shape of the Apirva that would be called by the name of 
* Destruction.’ 

And further, the Results are not mentioned as following from the 
Deatruction of Actions ; and specially as this Destruction is nothing more 
than the contradictory of the sacrifice, a result that would follow from it 
could not be said to follow from the sacrifice. That is to say, all that the 
Veda says is that—‘ one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices,’ and not 
that he should procure a negation of sacrifices. And hence, the sentence 
being actually found to rest upon the causal relationship between two 
entities, if one were to assume it to deal with such relationship between 
non-entities, he would be striking at the very authority of the Veda itself. 
Because that which proceeds from tho Destruction of the Action cannot be 
said to be (causally) connected with the Action itself ; because of the two 
(Action and its Destruction) being contradictory to one another; for 
instance, the burning caused by the heat of fire cannot be said to be con- 
nected with cold. Or,1it may be that, just as when the Result is laid down 
as following from the sacrifice, you assumed it to follow from its destruction, 
so in the same manner though the result laid down is Heaven, yet it may be 
assumed to be the Negation of Heaven! It may be urged that the said 
objection applies equally to the Apirva theory also. But then, it is not 
so; because it is only a capability brought about by the Action, and as such, 
it is not quite different from it. As we have already shown that that 
which is brought about by the Apūrva is brought about by the sacrifice 
itself, and that in the production of the Apérva, the result itself is 
produced. 

Even in ordinary experience we never find any negation to have a 
causal action; even if any such may be shown, there too, we can always 
attribute the effect to some other entity. In the case in question, however, 
we perceive no other active entity save the Apiirva. 

It has been urged above that in ordinary experience the Apūrva too 
has never been perceived to have a causal action. But this is not correct ; 
because in gil cases we find the causal efficiency belonging to some sort of a 
Potency oy Capability in general; and the Apūrva is nothing more than a 
particalay sort of Potency. 

Ang her argument that has been brought forward is that—‘ the 
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Injunction does not speak of any Result following at any other time; and 
the only theory that is in keeping with the scriptural Injunction is that the 
Result follows immediately after the action has been performed; and 
hence it is only such immediate sequence of the result that cın be said to 
be enjoined ;” but in refutation of this we have already brought forward 
the fact that the Actions being many and all transitory, no immediate 
sequence to the Action is ever possible. 

As for Heaven and Hell also, these represent the very extremost degrees 
of Pleasure and Pain respectively; and as such are capable of being 
experietced only at some other place and time, and could never be 
experienced immediately after the performance of actions,—as we shall 
show in the beginning of the Sixth Adhyaya. 

Even such ordinary worldly results—as children, &c.—having the 
nature of appearing gradually, do not appear immediately after the per- 
formance of the action; and people do not over think of obtaining the 
Result immediately after the action. As for such results as tho acquisition of 
landed property in a village, such acquisition by itself does not constitute 
all the Result, which lies chiefly in the use to which the property is 
brought; and this takes some time, and could not be fulfilled without 
certain intervening causes. Inasmuch as such objects as landed pro- 
perty, &c., have their full fruition in the use to which they are brought, 
which requires a certain amount of time, such fruition would be impossible 
immediately after the Action; hence in the course of this time, whenever 
the activity of the cause would cease, the Result would be finished and 
done with all at once; consequently it is absolutely necessary that there 
should be some sort of a causal agency subsisting till the accomplishment of 
the last iota of the Result. 

And this fact being duly ascertained before the performance of the 
Action, it cannot be rightly urged that the Apparent Inconsistency of the 
fruition of the Result would be equally explicable on the ground of certain 
deficiencies in the character of the Performer, detected after tha, i*r- 
formance of the sacrifice has been found to be not immediately followed by 
the Result. 

It has been urged that there is no scriptural Aparva in the case of Pro- 
hibitions. But just as in the case a Scriptural Injunction, an Apirva fol- 
lows from the Act enjoined, so, in the same manner, in the case of Prohi- 
bitions, an Apūrva must follow from that which is prohibited. That is to 
say, just as it is only certain ordinary objects of the world—such as 
certain materials, &c.—that becoming Vedic, after the particular Injunc- 
tion of the Veda has been laid down which connects them with a definite 
result, are found to bring about certain transcendental Apérvas, only 
amenable to the Veda;—in the same manner, though such prohibited 
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actions as the killing of a Brahmana, are not ordinarily recognised as 
leading to a fall into Hell, yet when the particular prohibition (of such 
killing) has been met with, it naturally leads to the assumption of its 
bringing about an Apirva capable of leading the person into Hell; and 
this Apūrva too is as Vedic in its character as the former Apérvas. 

Even though the Apirva is devoid of any such apparent actions as 
motion and the like, yet by a mere connection with the performer, it 
becomes capable of such actions as leading him to other places, &c.; and 
as such the absence of any apparent activity cannot be urged against it 
with any effect. And it is the soul of the performer himself that serves 
as the substrate of the Apirva; hence the said action also rests in this 
soul itself; as we have already shown, under the chapter on ‘Soul,’ that 
of all Actions the active agent is the Soul. That is to say, it has been 
shown that of all such actious as the cutting out of the Cake, and offering 
it, &u., it is the Soul that is the activo agent, through its specific action 
of determination, &c, And thus we conclude that as the said actions go 
on disappearing, one after the other, they leave behind them, in the Soul 
certain potencies capable of bringing about the experience Heaven, &c. 

It may be asked—‘ How can tho potency of that which has been 
destroyed subsist ?’ But to this we make the following reply: If the 
potencies of actions were held to lie within themselves, then on the destruc- 
tion of these, they could not subsist; but when they inhere in the soul of 
the performer, there is no reason why they should not subsist. 

Question: “But how can the potency of one thing inhere in 
another ? ” 

Answer : (1) There is no absolute differonce between the Action and 
the Soul of the Performer. (2) And as a matter of fact, when looking 
for a potency, inasmuch as its assumption rests upon its effects, we must 
always accept it to lie in a substrate where it might be of the greatest 
use,—be this substrate the Action itself or something else. That is to say, 
when wo find that a destruction of the Action makes entirely useless any 
potency that inheres in that Action,—and that it is absolutely necessary 
to postulate such a potency,—then, just as its peculiar form, so its 
substrate too, must be assumed to be such as would make it of the 
greatest use. 

And thus it is that the subsidiary Apirvas, resting in the Soul, 
become related to the Principal Apirvas, through the fact of both of them 
inhering in the same Soul; and hence, when proceeding to help (in the 
accomplishment of the Result), they do it from a distance, on account of 
there being left no place in the substrate (by the Principal Apūrvas) for any 
direct functioning (of the subsidiary Apirvas). 


It has been urged above that, if the Apūrva inherein the Soul, then it 
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becomes only an end in itself desirable by men. But this does not affect our 
position ; because one thing becomes subservient to another, only when its 
sole use lies in the serving of some purpose of this latter, and not merely 
when it rests in this; for instance, though the Red Dye is carried by the 
camel (and as such rests upon its back), yet it serves the purposes of the 
king (for whom it is carried). Nor can it be urged that there can be no 
relationship of the container and the contained in the case of an immaterial 
thing (like the Apirva). Because such relationship is as feasible as the 
presence of Pleasure, &c., in the Soul (which is immaterial). 

As for the effects produced in the corns by the action of washing, &c., 
this subsists till the action of the cutting of the cake into two parts ex- 
tend over the whole series of such actions as the setting aside up of the 
several conditions of the corn—as the Rice, &c.; and inasmuch as the 
Principal Action also inheres, to a certain degree, in the corn, the afore- 
said effect rests aside, only after it has helped in the accomplishment 
of the Principal Apūrva. And it is for these reasons that, like the actions 
that help from a distance, the actions of washing, &c., are not accepted as 
helping in the fulfilment of the Principal Action, as a whole. 

Aud just as the connection between the Subsidiary and the Principal 
Aputrvas rests upon the fact of their inhering in the same Soul, so also the 
same may be said with regard to the connection among the subsidiary 
Apiirvas themselves on the one hand, and among the Principal Apūrvas 
on the other. And thus it is that the simultaneous activity of all these 
becomes possible. 

Question: ‘How is it that the Principal Apūrvas, appearing as 
“they do one after another, are helped all at once, by the subsidiary 
“ Apūrvas, which also appear one after the other, some before and some 
“ after the Principal Apiirvas ? ” 

To this some people make the following reply: The Principal: 
Action lying among the Subsidiaries, brings about its Aparva, by means 
of the Apirvas left by the subsidiaries gone before it, as also by those 
coming after it,—these latter also having been already moved intr 
activity, by the force of the fixed procedure of the Action as a whole. But 
being, like the Atithya and the Varhi offerings, common to many, the said 
subsidiary Apurvas do not become fully utilised in helping in the fulfil- 
ment of a single Principal Apirva. 

Question: ‘But how can any help be given by those Apirvas that 
are themselves yet to come ? ” 

Reply: This help is presupposed on account of the relationship being 
known to be absolutely certain ; just as when the action of eating is close’ 
at hand, the cups, &., are washed beforehand. 

Question: “If it be such that while the subsidiary Apūrvas are yet 
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“ to come, the Principal Apdrvas are acomplished, then in that case, there 
“ would be no need of actually performing the subsidiary sacrifices (as 
“ their purposes will have been fulfilled prior to their performance).” 

Reply: But wherefore should they not be performed, when the 
matter is such that though the Principal Apirva is accomplished by the 
prospective help of the Apzrvas of the subsidiary Actions to be performed, 
yet it does not bear its final fruit, until these actions have been actually 
performed ? 

Others, however, offer the following reply to the above question : 
Each subsidiary Action brings about its own Apirva independently of all 
othe: subsidiaries; similarly the Principal Action also—f.z., the Agnéya— 
brings about its own peculiar Apdrva, by the mere help of certain old- 
standing Apirvas, inhering in the soul of the performer, independently of 
the Apiirvas of all its own subsidiaries—which it has not yet been 
equipped with,—and independently also of any other Principal Action, 
which has not yet appeared. Thus, then, in the case of the Darga-Pirna- 
masa sacrifice, taken as a whole, when the Apirvas of the Darca together 
with all its subsidiary Apizrvas have been accomplished, then what the 
Apirvas of all the subsidiaries (of the Durga-Purnamasa) do is to bring 
all at once to the Principal Sacrifice,a help, in the shape of an Apūrva, 
which appertains equally to all the correlated Subsidiaries and Principals, 
and which is assumed on the strength of the Injunctive passage implying 
such simultaneity, specially as after the final feeding of the Brahmanas 
in connection with the Darga has been finished, the very same actions are 
not laid down as to be performed over again. And then through that the 
various Principal Apūrvas also joining together bring about another 
Apirva, in the shape of the capability of bringing about a single joint 
Result,—and thereby become fully accomplished. And this joint Apirva 
continues unmolested till the last iota of the final Result has been 
attained. 

Question: “ When asa matter of fact the Result is found to appear 
“at the proper time, without any impediments, then, is it absolutely 
“ necessary to assume an Apirva?”’ 

Reply: Certainly ; because it has been shown above that without an 
Apirva the fruition of the complete Result is not possible. 

Question: ‘* How is it that each subsidiary Apūrva does not, by 
“itself, help in the Principal Apérva, and each of the Principal Apirvas 
“ does not, independently by itself, fructify into the final Result P ” 

Reply: True; but this does not affect our position; because in the 
case in question all that Apparent Inconsistency justifies is the assump- 
tion of a single Apūrva ; and then for the fulfilment of this Apūrva, we 
can postulate a number of other Apūrvas. That is to say, inasmuch as 
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with regard to the main Result all the Principal Actions are mentioned 
simultaneously, and so are also the Subsidiary Actions with regard to the 
Principal ones,—all the necessary requirements of the said relationships 
being fulfilled by the assumption of a single Apirva, we conclude that 
there is no authority for assuming any other Apirva. And then it is that 
finding that it is impossible for this Apirva to be brought about, all at 
once, by means of a number of actions that are performed one after the 
other, we come to assume the existence of an Apūrva for each of these 
Actions. And it is a rule, in all cases, that a large number of unseen 
agencies may always be assumed, when all of them are justified by some 
authority ; while even the hundredth part of an unseen agency should not 
be assumed, if there is no authority for it. 

Here, some people urge the following objection: “ If the subsidiary 
“ Apirvas brought forth on the day of the Paurnamdasi subsist till the day 
“of the Amdvdsya, then all the purposes of the person being fulfilled on 
“ both occasions, he would not perform the subsidiary sacrifices over 
“again (for the Darga); and in that case he would directly infringe 
“ the Vedic declaration that there are thirteen libations at the Darça 
“ sacrifice.” 

To this, some people make the following reply : There would always 
be a repetition of the subsidiaries ; because the Darga and the Paurnamdsa 
sacrifices, each with all its accessories, being performed at different times, 
the admixture of these two should necessarily be helped by all the subsi- 
diaries performed twice over. Or, we can offer the following explana- 
tion: The Instrumental case-ending in the word ‘ darcapaurnamasabhyam ’ 
distinctly sguifies the fact that it is only when the Paurnamasi is 
equipped with all its subsidiaries that it can, with the help of the fully- 
equipped Darga, accomplish its purpose ; and consequently, in accordance 
with the aforesaid reasoning, we conclude that the three Principal Apirvas 
of the Paurnamiisi, aided by its subsidiary Apirvas, brings forth one 
Apirva and ends there; while the one Apirva thus brought about, pre- 
ceded by such another Apiirva of the Darga, brings forth another final . 
Apirva. Thus then, the subsidiaries performed in connection with the 
Paurnamast having disappeared (after having helped in the bringing 
about of the Apirva proper of the Paurzamds?), there can be no reason for 
neglecting the performance of those subsidiaries in connection with the 
Darga. And thus there is nothing objectionable in the said repetition. 

The same course of reasoning might be adopted in meeting the objec- 
tions with regard to the impossibility of the Apūrva being either pro- 
duced or manifested. It has also been declared that: “ Just as ina frequent 
repetition of the Veda, the impression made upon the mind is always 
gradual, being as it is, in the form of the various parts of the sentences, 
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{one by one); so also would be the case with the appearance of the 
Apirva,” Nor isit an absolute rule that there can be no parts of an 
immaterial object. Because the aforesaid Apparent Inconsistency would 
also justify the conclusion that the immaterial Apirva is cognised in the 
form of extremely minute parts. Even though, the production of an 
absolute non-entity being impossible, the Apūrva be held to have an 
eternal existence and only to be manifested (by the sacrifice),—yet 
inasmuch as it is held to be brought about by sacrifices, distinctly for each 
person, we must accept its manifestation to be in the form of turning the 
person towards the accomplishment of the Kesult,—such manifestation 
being entirely different from auy functioning of words, &. And asa 
matter of fact the manifestation of things is not always in one and the 
same form ; consequently the manifestation of the Apūrva would be in the 
Shape of its being brought out of the soul wherein it has all along been 
lying latent. Or, it may be that by its very nature, the Soul of man 
is ever capable of obtaining all things; and such acquisition being barred 
by certain impediments, it is these latter that are removed by means of 
Sacrifices (and in this removal of the obstacle lies the manifestation of the 
Apūrva). 

Thus then, we conclude that the Apirva does exist; and the Sūtra tou 
cannot be taken in any other sense, that would be of any use in the 
present context ; and hence we take the meaning of the Sūtra to be that 
the Injunction of the Action is the Injunction (authority) of the Apirvu. 


[Says the Bhashya—TIf it be urged that ‘on the authority of the men- 
tion of the Result we could hold that the Action (sacrifice) itself has not been 
entirely destroyed’|] The view here tentatively brought foward emanates 
from one who finds the assumption of the Apirva to be utterly groundless, 
and hence prefers the comparatively reasonable theory of the non-destruc- 
tion of the Action. 

I. [In reply to this theory, the Bhashya says—we do not perceive any 
shape of the Action; and against this it is urged that] “ This assertion 
“is not quite correct; because Action has been distinctly mentioned as 
“ perceptible by the Senses, under Sütra ,‘ Rupagabdavibhagacca foe J” 

II. “ Again [the Bhashya has said—That which carries tts substrate to 
another place is known us an Action ; and against this it is urged that] 
“ the subject-matter of the discourse is Sacrifice, which is not of the 
“ nature of Motion; and yet the Bhashya cites a definition that applies 
“only to such actions as are of the nature of Motion ; and this cannot but 
“ be rejected as irrelevant.” 

To the above, we make the following replies : 

I. What is meant by the assertion that no shape of Action is 
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‘perceived is that we are not cognisant of any such form of Actions as would 
enable them to function at a future time; and as for the impermanent 
forms of Actions that are perceived, these can be of no use in the bringing 
about of the final Result. That is to say, though a shape of the Action is 
perceived, yet, inasmuch as this does not continue for any length of 
time, it can be of no use in the bringing about of the Result; and as such 
it is as good as “ not perceived ” and is spoken of as such. 

II. Though the subject treated of is the Sacrifice, yet the Bhashya 
has cited an instance of an Action of the nature of Motion, because, even 
in the Sacrifice, we have such actions in the shape of the throwing of the 
materials (into the fire). That is to say, the more determination to offer, 
on the part of the Agent does not accomplish the Result, because the 
Result is laid down as following from the Action takeu as a complete 
whole, as made up of all its accessories and appurtenances of procedure ; 
and, as a matter of fact, we find that in the body of the Sacrifices, there 
are such actions as the cutting up of the Cake, the throwing into the fire 
of the Material, the holding and collecting of the various utensils, &. ; 
and inasmuch as all these actions consist of Conjunctions and Disjunc- 
tions, if they have to last for any length of time, they must have substrates 
of their own. And it is such a substrate that we do not find; nor is any 
manifested outward shape perceived. As for the actions of Determina- 
tion also, inasmuch as one Determination is always shronded over by 
another Determination, even this cannot have any lasting existence. 

As for this continuance too, this could be only either as inhering (A) 
in the Soul, or (B) in the materials offered. 

[A]. As for the Soul, no motion can inhere in it; because being 
omnipresent, there is no place from which it would be away, or to which 
it would go; and hence it can have no motion. As for the question—how 
can the Soul be omnipresent ?—the only reply is that it is so, because we 
perceive its functioning everywhere, That is to say, the notion of ‘T’ 
(which is all the notion that we have of the Soul) always points tu .he 
mere existence of the Soul, which is of the nature of pure Consciousness ; 
and does not in any way qualify it with any specifications of Time or 
Place. Consequently, that the existence whereof is not specified by 
time and place, being held to be eternal and omnipresent,—the Soul can- 
not but be accepted as omnipresent. Thus then we find that the expres- 
sion ‘the perception of its functioning everywhere’ only points to this 
unspecified idea of ‘I.’ Or it may be taken as referring to the experi- 
encing of Pleasure, Pain, &c. ; because wherever the Soul goes, it is never 
without an experience of these. And we have already shown under the 
section on ‘ Atma’ (in the Tarkapadu—Clokavartika) that these experiences 
do not belong to the Body. Hence if the Sou! were not omnipresent, then 
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there would be an experiencing of pleasure, &c., only in such cases 
where the Body would be in contact with a Place occupied by the Soul. 

The upholder of the theory that the Soul is wholly encased within 
the Body, urges the following: “ The perception of tts functioning every- 
“where is a sure sign of the Soul having come from one place to another ; and 
“as such firstly, the reason that you bring forward in support of its 
‘‘ominpresence proves to be contrary to your conclusion. Thatis to say, 
“if the functioning of the Soul were actually perceived at all places, at 
“one and the same time, then alone could suvh perception point to its 
“ omnipresence ; as a matter of fact, however, the said functioning is 
“ perceived in different places one after the other; and as such the nature 
“ of the Soul comes to be similar to that of the Body. That is to say, if 
“ we could over perceive a functioning of the Soul, apart from the Body,— 
“ orv if we could find the pleasure, &c., of one Soul appearing in another 
“body,—then alone could we accept the Soul to be omnipresent. As itis 
“however, the functioning of the Soul is found only in that Body which 
“it occupies ; and as such wherever this Body goes, there, one after the 
“other, we come across the said cxperiences; and hence these function- 
“ings of the Soul together with the Body becomes (in its extension) 
“exactly like those of the Body itself. Otherwise the Body would also 
“be held to be omnipresent. Thus then movement from one place to 
“another, being found in the soul also, it comes to be as active and 
“mobile as the Body itself. Secondly, the argument brought forward 
“may be discarded as leading to an uncertainty : inasmuch as it can 
“ prove two contradictory conclusions. For instance, it has been declared 
“that the Soul is mixed up with the Body, because it is always in contact 
“with it; and because, it is only in such and such places that the function 
“of the Soul is perceived.” ™ 

It isin veply to these objections that the Bhashya has said: There 
is nothing incongruous in denying such mobility of the Soul. 

In the aforesaid objection-passaye, some people read ‘na fu tadéva, 
&c.;”” and in that case, we can take this passage as denying the argu- 
ment that could be brought forward by the opponent,—namely, that the 
perception of its functioning everywhere would point to the Soul’s moving 
from one place to the other ; and then the next sentence gives the grounds 
for this denial. 

Objection: “ How can the fact of there being nothing incogruous in 
‘denying the movement of the Soul be any reply to the above arguments ? 
“ Because the mere absence of incongruity cannot establish any theory ; 
“ specially as such absence of incongruity is equally applicable to the con- 
* trary theory ; as it is equally open to the opponent to say that there s 
4 nothing incongruous in admitting of the motion of the Soul.” 


518 TANIRA-VARTIKA, ADH. IIL—PADA I—ADHI (2). 


To this, we make the following reply: The absence of incongruity 
being found to be applicable to both theories, the assertion of the 
Bhashya, that “there is nothing incongurous, &.,” clearly shows that it 
means that there is an incongruity in the contrary theory. That is to say, 
the sense of the reply is that if we deny the motion of the Soul, there 
is nothing incongruous, while if we accept its motion, there are many 
incongruities. 


We proceed to show these incongruities. (1) The Soul being itself 
immaterial, it can never be mixed up with material eloments; and 
being untouched by these elements, it cannot be taken from one place 
to another. That is to say, even in the case of extremely subtile 
particles of matter,—such as the hght emanating from the Sun or the 
Moon,—we find that they are not mixed up with grosser materials, 
like lumps of Earth, &c., or are carried about along with these ; how then 
can such mixture or movement be postulated with regard to the Soul, 
which is in its very nature purely immaterial, or a mere series of 
Ideas (as held by the Bauddha) ? Though the Jaina declares that “ the 
Souls in the state of bondage being never found apart from the Body, 
they can be held to be material,’—yet such an assertion would involve 
a vicious circle ;—namely that the fact of the Soul being material would 
depend upon the fact of its being mixed up with the Body, while this 
latter fact would depend upon the material nature of the Soul. Con- 
sequently, drawing our conclusion from the case of the liberated Souls, we 
can declare that in its very nature the Soul is immaterial; and as such it 
can have no materiality, based upon the fact of its contact with a 
material body. Thus then, the Soul being something different from the 
Body, and not iu material contact with it,—it cannot, on account of this 
absence of contact, be carried along with it; and hence when the Body 
would be moving from one place to another, the Soul (if an entity limited 
in space) would be left behind, exactly like the portion of space vacated by 
the moving Body; specially as the Soul cannot be wafted along either by 
Air or by Earth, &c., and as such it is absolutely incapable of being 
carried about, either by itself or by anything else. As for such objects 
as Flame and the like, inasmuch as these are tangible, they are capable of 
being carried about by air-currents, or along with lighted torches, &., 
and as such these can move from place to place. On the other hand, if the 
Body were to move about by itself, it would be inanimate; when, however, 
the Soul is omnipresent, wherever the Body goes, it is always endowed 
with the Soul; and hence it is only right that the Body should always be 
followed by intelligence. Exactly as, when one point of space has been 
vacated by the Body, another point of space is at once afforded to it; and 
this is possible, only on account of the omnipresent character of space. 
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(2) And further, in case the Soul be denied to be omnipresent, while 
occupying the Body, the Soul could be either extremely small as an atom, 
or of the size of the Body; but none of these is possible. And we have 
already shown (in the Tarkapada—Clokavartika) that the Soul is not a mere 
series of Ideas. And the Soul being eternal, and located within the Body,— 
if it were extremely small, then it could not extend over the whole Body; 
and in that case, it would be absolutely impossible for us to have any 
experiences of pleasure or pain, throughout the Body. That is to say, if 
the Soul is extremely small, then it would be possible to have experiences 
of pleasure and pain of only that part of the Body, where the Soul would be 
located; and hence it would not be possible, at one and the same time, to 
have an experience of pain in the head and in the foot. If it be urged 
that, “ being extremely mobile, the Soul would swiftly move from one part 
of the Body to the other, and would thereby make such varied experiences 
possible,” —then, all that we can say is that there are no grounds for 
believing in such mobility of the Soul; specially as we are not cognisant 
of auy difference in the point of time of the pain in the head and that in the 
foot; and further, if the Soul would be constantly moving, there would be 
no point of time at which we could afford to have any sensation, and 
hence there would be no sensation in any part of the Body. Consequently 
we cannot but reject the offered explanation. And again, the various limbs 
of the Body are strengthened, and do not wither away, simply because of 
their being pervaded over by the Soul; because at death we find that they 
wither away quickly. Hence, if the Soul were something very small, 
that poiut of the Body, wherefrom it would be absent, would be liable 
to instant decay. l 

On the other hand, if the Soul were to be assumed to be of the exact 
size of the Body, as held by the Jaina, then too it would be necessary 
to make many gratuitous assumptions. 

For instance, we would have to make the following assumptions :— 
(1) that the Soul has many parts; (2) that these parts are innumerable; 
(3) that without any other agency, there isa conglomeration of these parts ; 
(4) that even though partite, the Soul is eternal; (5) that the Soul is 
capable of the very extremes of expansion and contraction; (6) that the 
Soul has a motion from one body to another, on death; (7) that thereis a 
point of time intervening between ita departure from one body and the 
occupation of another; and (8) that there is some cause for such motion 
of the Soul. 

All the above assumptions—the existence of the Soul’s parts, &c.— 
are such as are not at all amenable to Sense-perception, &c.; and as such 
they could at best be only the creations of one’s imagination, &c.; and as such. 
they should be rejected, in the same mauner as we have rejected (under 
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the chapter on Words) the assumption of parts of words. Then again, 
when the Soul is only as large as the Body, we can never assume its 
parts to be innumerable or endless; and in the absence of any fluidity in 
these parts, it is not possible for them to conglomerate together in one 
compact whole; and unless they conglomerate thus, they can have no power 
of bringing into existence a single living being. And further (even 
if such conglomerations were possible), all Conjunction always ending in 
Disjunction, the living Soul would be, exactly like a jar, amenable to occa- 
sional destruction. Aud when one part of the part has been cut off, there 
is no ground for assuming that the particles of the Soul, that were con-- 
tained in that limb, escape from it when severed from the Body, and spread: 
themselves over the rest of the Body. And as for the temporary mobility 
perceived in the severed limb, this is due to the momentum imparted 
by the severing stroke to the air enclosed within it, and not to the presence 
in it of any Soul-particles. Because in that case, there could be no- 
ground for believing in any expansion or contraction of these particles. 
As for the light emanating from the lamp, its expansion or contraction 
is held to be possible, becauso we actually perceive such contraction and 
expansion. Though in reality, there is no contraction of thelight of the 
lamp; because even when the lamp is covered up by an opaque vessel, 
all the light outside the cover is destroyed; because the flame is cap- 
ablo of emitting a circle of light round itself, only when it is uncovered, 
and not when it is covered up. The same arguments hold respecting 
the expansion of such lights; the fact being that the apparent expansion 
of light is due to the appearance of new particles of light, added to one 
another, and not to the expansion of the former particles themselves. It 
is only in the case of such things as are tangible (and solid) that one 
cannot take the place occupied by another; and hence, when a number 
of such things appear, they forma gradually expanding series, wbich gives 
an idea of erpansion. ‘The particles of Soul however are immaterial; and 
as such there being nothing impossible in all of them occupying the same 
point in space, they would ever remain in the condition of an atom (how- 
soever much their number might increase). How too, is it possible for 
the particles of the same Soul to expand or contract within the limits of 
the Body of an elephant or an iusect (which the Soul inhabits during 
different lives on the Harth)? And further, this theory would necessitate 
many such groundless assumptions—as that at death the Soul-particles 
move into an intermediate body,—that such an intervening body exists, 
that though existing this body is not perceived, ou account of certain 
obstacles (in the way ‘of such perception)—and that this intervening body 
throws the Soul into the next body born into the world (after some time). 
For these reasons we must accept the Soul to be omnipresent. 
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As for the declaration in the Upanishads that the Sonl is of the size 
of a grain of corn, &c., &c.,—it is only meant to show the extreme subtility 
of the Soul, which has been elsewhere declared to be omnipresent. Ags 
for the assertion in the Mahabharata (Vana-parva Adh. 296—16763) that 
“ Yama extracted the thumb-sized man from the body,”—thisis only a flight 
of poetry, meant to show up the clear practices of the Death-god, forming, 
as it does, a part of the eulogy bestowed upon the woman wholly devoted 
to her husband; and this passage is to betaken as an Arthavada, exactly 
like that which speaks of Prajaépati having cut out his own fat. And we 
actually find the same Vyasa speaking, in many places in the Bhagavadgita, 
of the omnipresent character of the Soul. | 

Objection: “If the Soul be omnipresent, a single Soul would belong 
to all bodies. ” 

Reply: It is not so; because we actually find the bodies to be many, 
and each body to be endowed with distinct experiences of its own. If it 
were not so, all purposes of the world being fulfilled by a single body, 
there would be no use of a number of bodies. Nor can it urged that for 
the same Soul, the existence of many bodies could be held to be as useful, 
as different bodies during different lives; because in this latter case, 
another body is brought into existence for the sole purpose of enabling 
the Soul to experience the particular pleasnre, pain, &c., consequent 
upon his deeds in the previous life; while if a single Soul occupied all the 
bodies in the world, at one and the same time, each individual being 
would be experiencing the pleasure, &c., of all the beings in the world; 
and, as the one Soul would always carry on the functions of seeing, &c., 
by means of the organs present in any one body, there would be no likeli- 
hood of any persons being blind or deaf, &c.; nor could there be any 
difference in the actions laid down in the Veda, for men of different castes ; 
because the same Soul inhabiting all bodies, the same person would be- 
long to all castes. 

None of these absurdities appear, if Souls are held to be many; and 
even though all these Souls are omnipresent, there would be nothing 
incongruous in their simultaneous existence; inasmuch as being imma- 
terial, none of them would stand in the way of another. And it is on 
account of this indivisibility of souls, and also on accouut of all Souls being 
of the nature of pure Consciousness, that the Upanishads speak of all 
Souls as one. 

Question: ‘‘ How is it that, the Souls being many (and omnipresent), 

“and all of them being related to all bodies, the pleasure or pain of oné 
“ being is not experienced by another P ” - 

To this question, some people make the following reply: Even when 

the Soul is held to be nothing more than the Body, just as the pleasure, &c., 
66 
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off{the Soul encased in the body of the child in the womb are not expe- 
rienced by the mother,—so, the same would be the case with the case in 
question. That is to say, even one who holds the Soul to be of the same 
size as the Body, would be open to the above objection; inasmuch as 
the Soul of the mother inhabits the same body that is also inhabited by 
the Soul of the child in her womb, the pleasure, &c., of the child would be 
experienced by the mother. And the explanation that would be brought 
forward in this case would also apply to the case in question. 

The above reply might hold good, if some reasons were brought for- 
ward; as it is, however, the mere fact of the amenability of the contrary 
theory to the same objection, cannot be counted as a reason in support 
of one’s own theory ; because a third party could effectively bring forward 
the said objection against both of these theorists, And further, the Soul 
being a modification of the organ of touch, and the position of the Soul in 
the space within the Body not being accepted as that of something apart 
from it, there is no contact of the Soul of the mother with the child’s 
body; and as such the said objection would not apply in this case. 

For these reasons, the above question should be answered in the 
following manner: The absurdity urged in the question would apply to 
our theory, only if mere spatial contact were held to be the sole ground 
of the experiencing of pleasure, &c.; as a matter of fact, however, we have 
an experience of only such pleasures, &c., as are capable of being experienced ; 
and as such there is no room for the said absurdity. That is to say, if, 
in the Soul’s experiencing of pleasure, &c., the sole cause were held to be the 
mere co-existence in space, then we would be open to the said objection ; 
as a matter of fact, however, as in the case of the eye, &c., so in the case 
in question also, the cause of experience is held to lie in the capability of 
the Soul. Consequently just as eventhough the colour of an object is existent 
in space with its touch, yet it is not perceived by the sense of Touch,—so 
in the case in question also, one Soul does not experience the pleasure and 
pain brought about by the Dharma or Adharma of another Soul. Thus 
then, the relationship between the experiencer and the experienced being 
that of ownership,—as explained under the chapter on Atma—our theory 
is not open to the said objection. 

Thus then, the Soul being omnipresent, it must be admitted that it 
can have no mobility (and as such the Actions cannot inhere in it). 


_ [B] Nor could the Action inhere in the materials (such as the pieces 
of the Cake)—because, says the Bhashya, such materials are always destroy- 
ed. Nor can this destruction be denied; because we actually find that 
the cake that has been offered into the fire has become transformed into 
ashes. Nor can it be urged that at that time there are certain obstacles 
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in the perception of the materials, in their own forms; for the simple 
reason that there are no such obstacles. Even if such obstacles were 
assumed on account of the apparent inconsistency of the non-percep- 
tion,—then too, we would have to assume many more groundless and 
absurd imperceptible things than the single Apūrva. For instance, we 
would have to assume—(1) the continuation of the material in its un- 
destroyed form; (2) that it is not perceived (even though existing); (3) 
the existence of obstacles to such perception; (4) that there are obstacles 
to the perception of the obstacles, and so on and on ad infinitum; (5) the 
continuation of the action which is momentary ; and (6) the reason for 
the non-perception of this action. And certainly an assumption of the 
Apiirva would be a very much simpler process than this. 


These would be the arguments against the assumption of the continua- 
tion of the Action, independent of any substrate. 

If however it be held that the action is contained in the Soul itself, 
bringing about certain definite conjunctions and disjunctions,—this also 
would involve the contradiction of a directly perceptible fact, and the as- 
sumption of one not perceptible. 

And hence we conclude that it is by far the most reasonable process 
to assume the agency of the Apirva. 


The purpose served by the main Adhikarana may be thus summed up: 

(1) If the Result were directly connected with the material, &c., the 
mention of the particular materials too would, like the Action itself, have 
transcendental results; which would make it absolutely impossible for any 
other material being substituted for the principal material (in case some- 
thing happened to it in course of the action). In case, however, the 
Result is directly related to the Action, the use of the material is a visible 
one, lying in the mere accomplishment of the Action; and as such its 
place could very well be taken by a substitute, which is known to be 
capable of serving the same visible purpose. Thus then, if the principal 
material of the sacrifice becomes spoilt, the following would be what our 
opponent will have to do, in order to save himself from the sin proceeding 
from the non-completion of a sacrifice that has been begun: He will have 
to finish the action by any material that he could obtain; and it would 
not be necessary for him to try to obtain a material similar to the original 
material ; because (in the case of a transcendental result) the result would 
not follow even from a similar material (as it would also be other than the 
one which is laid down as leading to the particular result); and as for 
the Action, all other materials (similar or dissimilar to the original) being 
equally unprescribed, it would be equally completed by means of all 
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these mnterials. Nor can these materials be spoken of as substitutes of the 
orginal material; because they are not similar to it, and because they 
serve an entirely different purpose; because the original material was 
being employed towards the fulfilment of a particular transcendental 
regult, while the material now taken up is used either with a view to ward 
off the sin accruing from the non-completion of the sacrifice, or to 
complete an action which is being performed for the sake of a minor 
result. 

(2) Another use of this Adhikarana lies in connection with the ascer- 
taining of the Names of Sacrifices; and we have already explained this 
under ‘ Nadmadhéya’ (Adb. I, Pada IV). 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 
[ Division of Actions into Primary and Subsidiary. | 


Sutra (6): Actions are of two kinds—the Primary and the 
Subsidiary. 


It would seem from the above that there is always an Aparva in 
connection with each distinct Verb; consequently the Author now proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary Actions (whioh latter 
alone are followed by an Apérva). 

But on this point we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ All verbs having the common character of a verb, inasmuch as the 
“ potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be accomplished, 
“is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the actions de- 
“noted by all verbs are equally Primary. That is to say, so long ag a 
“ definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being 
‘expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
“purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about 
“an Apiérva. Consequently, like the verb ‘ yajati’ (offers a sacrifice), the 
“ meaning of the verbs (avahantz ), and the like also have so many distinctly 
“ useful purposec served by the Corn, &c. Thatis to say, just as the sacrific- 
“ing ia accomplished by the materials offered ; so is the threshing accom- 
“ plished by the corn that is threshed, And as such the threshing must 
“bring about an Apirva.”’ 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA. 


In the matter of the relationship subsisting between the Noun and 
the Verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive any distinct purpose, 
can be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; which cannot bein 
the case of any other action; and such a supposition would be absolutely 
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groundless. That is to say, in all cases where a certain Action is related 
to acertain material, inasmuch as no Action can be accomplished without 
a certain material, the Material, being in the first instance found to bring 
about the Action, is at once taken as serving the distinctly visible purpose 
of accomplishing the Action. Subsequently, however, in certain cases, 
the Action turns upon itself, and imparts an aid to the material itself (as 
in the case of Threshing which serves to purify the corn ); while in 
other cases, the Action rests within itself, its sole purpose lying in its 
own fulfilment (as in the case of sacrificing). And in this latter case, 
there naturally arises in us a desire to know what the use of the Action 
would be; and as no visible purpose is found to be served, we can always 
assume a transcendental one (in the shape of the Apurva). In that case, how- 
ever, where the Action is found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment 
of a visible purpose—such as the preparation of Rice for instance,—we 
can have no business to assume any transcendental purpose; and the 
Injunction of the Action having been justified by a visible purpose, the 
Action is not recognised as bringing about any transcendental result. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Definition of Primary Action. ] 


Sutra (7): Those that do not seek to make a material, are 
Primary Actions; because the material is a secondary factor. 


Those actions which do not seek to make up, or prepare, a material 
either in its material from, or in that of a certain property of it,—such 
actions, for instance, as the Praydjas—those being the principal factors, 
with regard to their appurtenances,—they serve the purpose of bringing 
about transcendental results. 
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ADHIKARANA (5). 
[The Definition of Subsidiary Actions.] 


Sutra (8): Those that are meant to make a material are re- 
cognised as Subsidiary ; because with regard to these, the material 
is the dominant factor. 


Those Actions, however, that either produce a material, e.g., the Fire 
by the Laying, or accomplish or prepare it, e.g., the preparing of the Priest 
by appointment, or purify it, eg , the purifying of the corn by the threshing, 
or the preparing of the rice by grinding—are all Subsidiary ones ; because 
they are always subservient to the preparation of the material. 

Objection: “ When, as a matter of fact, we find that, whether the 
“ Action be one that leads to transcendental results, or one that brings 
“ about only visible ones, it is performed equally well, what is the use of 
“ differentiating them into the Primary and the Subsidiary ? ” 

Reply: Without the aforesaid differentiatiou, we would have the 
following anomalies: In accordance with the theory of the Pūrvapaksha 
(of Adhi. 4), even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
Priyangu, the threshing, which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyanyu, would come to be applied to the Vrīhi corn; because 
according to that theory the threshing also is a Primary Action; and as such 
the material mentioned along with it (viz: the Vrihi) could not set aside 
the Subsidiary material ; just as in the case of the Butter in connection with 
the Prayajas; and consequently the threshing could not be removed from 
the Vrihi. Whereas in accordance with the S:ddhanta, the Subsidiary 
materials would be set aside; because the material that is of use in the 
Primary Action, is affected by the preparatory actions also; and hence the 
Priyangu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certainly have to undergo 
all the processess of threshing, washing, &c. 

Objection: “ Even in accordance with the Purvapaksha theory, if the 
‘primary threshing were applied to the Vrihi, it would serve no useful 


“ purpose in connection with the main sacrifice in hand; and hence in a 
“case where the material to be offered is the Priyatgu rice, the threshing 
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“could not be applied to the Vriki corn, which is not taken up by the 
“ Principal Action.” 

Reply: It is not so; because according to the Pirvapaksha, the 
relationship of the Vrthi, as mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction, with 
the Sacrifice and the Threshing, is equal; nor do we find, in the Vrihi, 
any such mark of uselessness, as is found in the case of the Vayjina. 
That is to say, we have two equally authoritative Injunctions—(1) “ One 
should offer the Vrihi corn in sacrifice, ” and (2) “ One threshes the Vrihr 
corn ;” and we do not perceive any reason for making any such distinction, 
as that this action (offering) is useful, while that other (threshing) is 
useless; nor is the threshing such an action as can be accomplished in the 
wake of another action, as we find in the case of the Vajina, which is the 
water of the milk left behind after the curdled masses have been 
removed ; nor is it one whose requirements are all fulfilled by an agency 
whose chief function lies elsewhere,—nas we find in the case of the 
Padakarma (rites in connection with the seventh footstep of the Cow 
given in exchange for the Soma), where the requirements are all fulfilled by 
the one-year-old Cow given as the price of the Soma, and no new cow has 
to be got; nor has the ¢hreshing the character of a part of a material, as we 
find in the case of the Uttarrardha (second half of the Cake) ; nor lastly, 
has the threshing the character of the action of indicating any other 
purpose,—as we find in the caso of the covering up of the chaffs by the 
cup in which the Cake is to be cooked; consequently the action of 
threshing cannot but be regarded as useful. Nor, according to this 
theory, is it absolutely necossary that the Vrihi corn should be threshed 
for the purposes of a sacrifice; because the serving of some useful 
purpose is equally present in an ordinary action of the word also. Nor, 
in the present instance, is there any authority for taking up the original 
action; because the Context does not serve to make any such distinction. 
Nor could a differentiation be mado on the ground of the fact of that 
person alone being entitled to the threshing who is entitled to the per- 
formance of the Darçã-Pūrnamāsa : because of the reasons propounded 
under Sutra IX—i—19. When the threshing is taken as a purificatory 
action, then, in that case, no purification being needed for the corns 
employed for ordinary worldly purposes, the original action (of the sacrifice) 
would, with great difficulty, be got at, by means of the Specification, in 
the shape of the capability of bringing about the Apūrva. And in case 
the threshing be also accepted as a Primary Action, and as such serving 
the purposes of the sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally), then 
there would be no uselessness attaching to it, even if it were performed 
by the ordinary Vriht corn; and as such, on the strength of direct 
Scriptural Injunction, it would be equally right to take up any Vrihi 
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corn. Specially because in that case the Threshing would be a pure 
Dharma; and as such it would have to be done but once,—exactly like 
the threshing of the Sarvaushadhi (a mixture of certain medicinal herbs, 
&c.),— and not to be continued until the preparation of the Rice; and 
as for the Vrihis to be employed in the Rice to be offered at the sacrifice, 
these could be done into rice even by the other processes—such as that of 
tearing the husks, &c. (the prescribed threshing being an independent 
Dharma by itself, and having nothing to do with the subordinate purposo 
of the preparation of the Rice). Andon account of the peculiarties of 
the context, the threshing would also come to form part of such sacrifices 
as the Sānnāyya and the Upangu, &c., as also in the various modifications 
of these (becauso it would have only a transcendental effect, and as such 
there would be nothing incongruous in its employment in all these 
actions). 

And it is with a view to these anomalies that the above distinction 
has to be made. 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


{The character of the Primary does not belong to such actions as the cleaning 
of the Sruva, &c. | 


Sutra (9): “In the case of all Dharmas, every Action would 
“ be the Primary, because of the non-fulfilment (of anything visible) 


“exactly as in the case of the Pryaja.” 


The Bhashya has cited the cleanings of the Sruk, the Paridhi, the 
Agni and the Purodadga,—because each of these is differently related to the 
Principal Action. The sense of the Adhikarana is that even when the 
aid imparted by a substance to the Primary Actions is from a distance,— 
inasmuch as it is connected with a certain Action, the Substance cannot 
attain the position of the Primary. 

But, on the strength of the aforesaid definition of Primary Actions 
(in Sutra 7), we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The action that is accomplished by the substance itself is not found 
“to impart any aid to the Action; and consequently such actions as 
“ Cleaning, &c., cannot but be regarded as Primary Actions.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (10): But on account of the similarity of declaration, 
they would be similar to others (Subsidiary Actions). 


The differentia of the Subsidiary action is not that it should seek to 
make a substance ;—because it is distinctly shown in Adh. III that 
subserviency or subsidiary character does not consist in the imparting 
of acertainaidto the Primary, but in the fact of a certain action being 
for the sake of another ; and we shall show later on that this latter kind 
of subserviency is based upon the authority of Direct Assertion, &c., 


532 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. II—PADA I—ADHI (6). 


and it does not depend upon the imparting of any perceptible aid (to 
the Primary). 

Question : ‘Why then should the Sūtra have brought forward the 
“ fact of the action seeking to make a material ? ” 

Reply: The actions of threshing, &c., have been cited only with a 
view to show that there is no Apūrva in the case of those Actions, which 
have been proved to have the character of the Césha (i.e., being for the 
sake of other Actions) and which are found to serve distinctly visible 
purposes. That is to say, in a case where the Subsidiary character 
depends upon the fact of the action seeking to make a substance, we 
should not recognise any distinct Apérva. 

The Pūrvapakshī, however, runs away with the idea that this is the sole 
definition of the Subsidiary Action ; and hence uot finding it applicable to 
such actions as the said Cleaning, &c., he has concluded that these are 
Primary Actions. 

But the sense of the Siddhdanta is that it is only when the fact of one 
Action being for the sake of another has been ascertained by means of 
Direct Assertion, &., that we can find it actually serving a visible purpose, 
or— in the absence of any such visible purpose—we can assume a transcen- 
dental result to follow from it. Thus then, the fact of the action of 
threshing, &c., being subservient to another Action, having been indicated 
by the Accusative case-ending (in “ Vrihin”) by means of its signification 
of the predominance of the material, denoting, as it does, that which is 
the most desired (to be accomplished),—the action of threshing 1s 
found to serve a visible purpose; and thus it has all its requirements 
fulfilled. Though such is not the case with the aforesaid Cleaning, &c., 
which, for this very reason, are held to serve transcendental purposes 
yet that does not in any way deprive them of the character of Gésha, or 


subserviency, which has been previously ascertained by means of Direct 
Assertion, &c. 


Sutra (11): Objection: “But there is an injunction of the 
material”—if this be urged,— 


The opponent urges: “Though, by negative and positive concom- 
“tance, the subservient character (Céshatva) is found to depend upon the 
“aid imparted,—yet the character of the Accusative case-ending is such 
“that it can never be concomitant with Predominance or Primary 
“* character. 

“That is to say, only that is accepted as the proper means of right 
“ notion, which is universal in its application ; in the matter of Predomi- 
“nance, however, the Accusative ending has a doubtful application; 
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“ because it is found along with even such materials, as are distinctly 
“laid down as subsidiaries—e.g., the ending in ‘ Saktén’ in the sentence 
“< Saktin juhdti ;’ and similarly we find the Predominance of the Ajya, 
“even when if is not accompained by the Accusative ending—e.g., in the 
“sentence ‘praydjagéshéna äjyēna havinshyabhigharayati.’ Consequently 
“we conclude that in the case of the sentence ‘ Vrihinavahanti,’ though 
“ both characters are possible, yet, we conclude that the material ( Vrihi) 
“has the primary character, because of the fact of its imparting a 
* distinct aid, and because of the Accusative ending. We find no such 
“aid, in the case of the actions of Cleaning, &c.; therefore in the case of 
“these also (i.e. in the sentence ‘ Sruvam sammarshti’), the Accusative 
“ending must be taken as only Jaying down the material (and having 
“ nothing to do with its predominance).” 


Sutra (12): Then the Reply is: It is not so; because it (the 
Action) is for the sake of that (material); just as in ordinary life; 
specially as that (Action) is subservient. 


Let the question of usage rest awhile; because the usage of words 
being mere usage is always set aside by the more authoritatiyo Smrti 
(Rules of Grammar); because the manner of expressing one’s thoughts 
is multifarious; while the Rule is ever one and definite. 

That is to say, if the usage were always of one uniform kind, then 
there would be no necessity of collecting and preserving the Smrti Rules. 
As it is, however, usage is so confused that it can hardly be found in 
a definite form; and hence it is that right usage is preserved by means 
of Smrti Rules. And these Rules distinctly lay down that the Accusa- 
tive ending denotes predominance ;— Vide Panini’s Sutras II—iii—2 and 
I—iv—49 ; and it is in accordance with these rules that we have such 
sentences as ‘ghatam kuroti’ (in ordinary parlance) and ‘ Vrihinavahanti? 
(in the Veda). 

The Bhashya next proceeds to cite such instances met with in 
ordinary parlance, as appear to be against the said rules: (1) ‘ Tanduldn 
ddanam paca, (2) ‘ Valvajan gikhandakan kuru,’ (3) ‘Tandulanaddaya 
juh dhi’ In all these cases it seems clear that the accusatives in ‘ tandulan’ 
and ‘valvajdn’ have been used in the place of the Instrumentals 
‘tandulaih’ and ‘valvajaih’; and as such in these cases the Accusative 
cannot but have the sense of the Instrumental (which latter always 
indicates subservience). 

We proceed to explain these apparent anomalies. In all matters 
‘relating to cooking, the Rice, &c., have a twofold form (the Primary and 
the Subsidiary) ; and itis in consideration of the Primary form that we have 
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the Accusative ending (in ‘tanduldn,’ &c.), That is to say, when the 
Rice is spoken of as the means of accomplishing something else, in the 
shape of the cooked rice, or the straw as that of bringing about something 
else in the shape of the bundle,—then alone are these to be used with the 
Instrumental ending ; when, however, (1) the Rice is spoken of as itself 
being modified into the form of the cooked rice, in order to be capable 
of boing eaten,—(2) or the straw itself being changed into the bundle, 
with a view to keep it soft,—or (3) after the rice has been found to be 
laid down in the Veda as an accessory in the Agnthotra sacrifice, when it 
so happens that the wife of the sacrificer has prepared some exceptionally 
fine rice, then, either with a view to show off her own excellent work, or 
with a view to the special result (strength) that is said to follow if the 
Rice is offered at the sacrifice, she addressing the sacrificer might say, 
s Sir, make an offering of rice to-day ’,—in all these cases the words come 
to take the Accusative ending. And it is a well-known fact, that in 
ordinary parlance people always seek to speak of the same thing in many 
ways. And it often happens that even that which is admittedly the 
subordinate element is often spoken of as the predominant factor, and 
vice versa ; at times it is spoken of as both, and at times as neither the 
one nor the other. Nor is there any authority for holding that the idea that 
is desired to be conveyed must be accepted as directly expressed by the 
words used. Because for the purpose of mecting the wishes of the speaker 
we have at our command such indirect means of expression, as Indication 
and the like; and hence no abandoning of the original meanings of words 
is justifiable. Consequently we conclude that the Accusative really ex- 
presses predominance only. 

Question: “ How is it then that in the sentence ‘ Saktiéin juhoti, 
“the Accusative is found to denote subservience ? ” 

Reply: In that case also, the Accusative by itself expresses predomi- 
nance only ; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the 
sentence, we accept it to indicate its correlative, subserviency, That is 
to say, by its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses 
the objective, in the character of the predominant; but this natural 
meaning is found, in the sentence in question, to be incompatible with 
something more authoritative; and as such it cannot be admitted 
then, finding that the character of the ‘Karaka’ or case-relation is also 
indicated by the Accusative, as its invariable concomitant, we accept this 
indicated meaning of the Accusative, as not incompatible with the rest 
of the sentence ; which thus comes to mean that the Saktu has something 
to do with the accomplishment of the Homa. But such generic agency not 
being of much use, we naturally seek fer a specific function of the Saktu ; 
and thus come to the conclusion that it must be taken as the Instrument ; 
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specially in accordance with the law that ‘that which is an accomplished 
entity is laid down for the sake of that which is yet to be accomplished ’— 
as propounded in Sutra VI—i—1. 

Question: “ But in what way do you find the predominance of the 
“ Saktw incompatible with the rest of the sentence ? ” 

Reply: Only that substance is held to be an object of purification or 
preparation, which has already been utilised or is to be utilised; as for 
the Saktu, it is never going to be used (after the Homa); nor has it ever 
been utilised before. That is to say, that substance which is found to have 
been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some future time, 
is capable of any process of purification ; and as such it attains a predomi- 
nance with reference to the Action. And when the substance concerned is 
such as has never been utilised, not is going to be utilised, any purification 
of that would be absolutely useless; and hence any injunction of such 
preparation would be wholly purposeless. The Saktu in question is such 
that it is never used before the Homa, nor can it be used after it, having 
been turned into ashes; specially as there is no Injunction as to any such 
ashes of Sakiu being used. Under the circumstance, the only alternatives 
that we have are—(1) that the wholo sentence is absolutely useless, or 
(2) that the Accusative is to be taken in its indirect sense. And the 
authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be no 
hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It is a common fact that 
the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, whenever 
it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibility). And 
the acceptance of the indirect meaning of a word is always due to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence; otherwise if there 
were no such uselessness, it would be always possible to accept the original 
direct signification of the word. It is for these reasons that we accept the 
sentence in question to be an Injunction of a Homa with the Saktu as the 
necessary matcrial,—such an Injunction being in keeping with the Context 
in which it occurs 

The Bhashya puts the question: “ The Saktw being mentioned in the 
‘‘ context, it would naturally follow that it is of some distinct use in the 
‘sacrifice.’ And the sense of this is that the Saktu offered in the Homa 
would be distinctly useful, inasmuch as it helps the Jyotishtomu sacrifice, 
in whose context the said sentence occurs. 

The Siddhanti (in the Bhashya) makes a dodge, and retorts—‘ Who 
says it is not so?’—his meaning being that the said usefulness be- 
longs to the Saktu as the material offered in the Homa. In all cases, we 
find that for all substances, there is no other use save the accomplish- 
ment of the Action connected with the sentence (in which the name of 
that substance occurs); because they have no connection with the procedure 
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of the action. That is to say, the Homa, being of the nature of an 
Action, stands in need of something to be accomplished by it; and consequently 
along with the principal procedure, it is taken as forming the process of 
action helping in the said accomplishment. This, however, cannot be said 
of the Substance. Nor can the Substance alone justify the assumption of 
anything transcendental; because all transcendental results are brought 
about by Actions alone. 

Even in a case where a substance itself is laid down as leading to a 
particular result,—e.g., in the Injunction ‘one should sacrifice with the 
milking vessel for one who desires cattle, —no Apiérva would be possible, 
except through the agency of some other Action, though having a different 
end. Under the circumstances, how can any such assertion be made with 
reference to the Saktw, which is not found to be enjoined with regard to 
any particular result ? 

Nor is there any authority for making such an assumption. As for 
the Accusative in ‘ Saktén,’ this cannot serve as an authority for any such 
assumption ; because what the Accusative does is to directly express the 
predominance of the Saktu ; and as such it would point to the fact of the 
Ioma being for the sake of the Sakéu, and not to that of a certain Apūrva 
following from the Saktu. Thus then, through the help of the Accusative 
the Homa would be for the sake of the Saktu. 

How could the Homa be pervaded over by the Saktu? Because it 
could not serve any other purpose,—no such other use being mentioned, 
Thus then, it is only when the Homa has been performed that the Saktu 
becomes related to the Homa; and hence before the purpose has been 
served, the Accusative has had its end; hence even in the case of the 
useless Saktu, the Accusative becomes justified, in consideration of its 
predominance. And thus the meaning of the sentence having been 
accomplished, the Saktw could not be of any subsequent use, either to the 
Person or to the Sacrifice ; and having recognised this fact, we could either 
assume a transcendental result, on the strength of the sentence in question, 
or accept the notion of predominance (as expressed by the Accusative) to 
be a misconception. (And hence the only reasonable course left is to take 
the Accusative in its indirect sense of the Instrumental). It is in con- 
sideration of these facts that the Bhashya has said—the sentence cannot 
justify any assumption of the transcendental (Apūrva). It is far more 
reasonable to reject the notion of predominance (expressed by the 
Accusative); and hence we cannot but accept the indication of the 
Instrumental. It is in consideration of this fact that the author of the 
Mahabhashya has declared: ‘The Accusative is used in place of the 
Instrumental.’ 
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Thus then, we find that there is a diversity between the Homa and 
the aforesaid Oleaning. Because the Saktw having no other purpose to 
serve, it is taken to be for the sake of the Homa; while such substances 
as the Cake and the like, inasmuch as they are subservient to something 
else, are capable of such purificatory actions as their being circled 
round by fire. 

When the true meaning of the scripture has been got at, it is only 
when we donot find any visible use, that we assume a transcendental result. 
And even in ordinary life, we find certain purificatory rites being kept up 
by usage with the sole purpose of something transcendental ; for instance, 
when a man returns from a journey, fire, salt, &c., are moved round his 
head, with a view to the pacifying of all evil influences impending over 
him. Nor can the fact of such rites bringing about something transcen- 
dental be denied; because the performance of these is based upon the 
authority of well-established usage. 

Thus then, we find that even those that lead to something trans- 
cendental have a subordinate character, because of the uniformity of 
assertion. 

Objection: “ Such being the case, in all cases the predominance of the 
“ substance would depend upon the fact of its serving a useful purpose ; 
“and hence it is not right to say—‘on account of the uniformity of 
‘assertion. Or else, it should be shown how, independently of any 
‘useful purposes served, predominance is denoted solely by the Accusa- 
“tive or, how the subordinate character is denoted solely by the 
“ Instrumental.” 

Reply : As for an instance of predominance expressed solely by the 
Accusative, we have it in the case of the sentence ‘ Aindrya& garhapatyamu- 
patishthaté, where the indirect implication of the name ‘ Aindri’ shows 
that the mantra in question is addressed to Indra; and then on account 
of its being mentioned along with the ‘gdrhapatya.’ If this ‘ garhapatya’ be 
taken only as the means of worshipping Indra, then the Accusative ending 
in it would be absolutely out of place; and hence it is only on the strength 
of the Accusative ending that we admit the Gdrhapatya to be the pre- 
dominant factor in the sentence. Similarly, as for an instance of the sub- 
servient character being expressed solely by the Instrumental, we 
have it in the case of the sentence—‘ Siktavdkéna prastaram’ where 
though both the Saktavaka and the prastara are equally useful, yet on 
account of the Instrumental ending, the former is taken as subservient to 
the latter. 

Thus then, the comparative predominance or subserviency being 
expressed by the case-endings themselves, all that uselessness does is to 
form an exception to the former general rule; and the usefulness or 
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uselessness of any object can never be taken as the sole ground of differen- 
tiating the said predominance or subservience. 


The purposes of the present Adhikarana that are enumerated in the 
Bhashya are not quite acceptible (in the way therein put forward) for 
the following reasons :— 

(1) In the sentence ‘Gamimayyah scrucah’ the fact of being made of 
Cami wood has boen laid down with reference to all Sruks. But according 
to the Pérvapaksha, as also according to the Siddhanta, that qualification 
is recognised as applying to the Primary as also to the subsidiary sacri- 
fices. As for the Priyatgu corn, the original Injunction distinctly lays it 
down as for the sole purpose of tho Primary sacrifice ; and as such it is 
only proper that it is not employed in the subsidiaries. As for the qualifi- 
cation of being made up of Çami wood, on the other hand, it has been laid 
down simply with reference to the Sruk; and hence in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Sätra III—vii—2, on account of the superior 
authority of Syntactical Connection, the said qualification is recognised 
as applying both tothe Primary and the Subsidiary, and not to the Primary 
alone, as shown by the Context (which is a much weaker authority). Nor 
do we find any qualifying clause, which would point out the Sruk as the 
one that is employed in the Primary Sacrifice; and even if there were 
such a clause, as it would only be a qualifying adjunct of the subject of 
the sentence, no significance could be attached to it. Therefore in ac- 
cordance with the Pérvapaksha also, it is clear that the Sruk of Cami wood 
appertains to all Primary Sacrifices, as also to all the Cleaning, &c., that 
help the Sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally); and as such there 
would be no chance of there being any cleaning of the Sruk made 
up of many woods. It might be urged that—‘in accordance with 
Sütra WI—viii—35, all the peculiar features of the Subsidiary sacrifices 
being subservient to the Primary Sacrifice, the Sruk of Cami, in the case 
in question, cannot be said to be for the sake of both the Primary and 
the Subsidiary.’ But this is scarcely correct; because in a case where 
we recognise the relationship of an object with the Primary, as mentioned 
by a Sentence, there alone could such an assertion be possible; as a 
matter fact, however, no such thing is recognised in the case in question, 
For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ yajndtharvanam vat kdmya 
ishtayah, tā upargu kartavyah,’ we find the qualification ‘ wpargu’ con- 
nected only with the Primary Sacrifices mentioned by the word ‘kdmyah ;’ 
and as such it cannot be taken as enjoined with reference to the subsi- 
diary, as we shall explain later on ; but in the case in question, we have 
no such distinct relationship with the Primary ; and this makes all the 


difference. 
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Objection: “It may be that the fact of the Sruk being of Çami is for 
“use in the Primary, though it is enjoined by implication, also in the 
“ subsidiary sacrifices not yet fully mentioned.” 

Reply : This cannot be; because we shall show (in the chapter on 
Atvdéga) that the subsidiaries renouncing that which is enjoined in close 
proximity to themselves, become connected with their Primaries; because 
they stand in need of such aids as have been fully accomplished (along 
with the Primaries). That is to say, an Injunction of many things 
(by a single sentence) being unallowable, in the sentence in question, the 
Sruk must be taken as simply mentioned with reference to the fact of the 
Sruk being of Cami wood (which alone is enjoined). Consequently, even 
though the Sruk might be enjoined in connection with the subsidiaries, 
yet such an Injunction would stand in need of the fact of the employment of 
the Sruk of Cami at the Subsidiaries being got at by Implication (from its 
employment at the Primaries), And the time that is taken in this latter 
implication of the Sruk of the Primary is exactly the same that is taken 
by the direct Injunction of the Sruk of the subsidiaries ; and as such there 
is no difference between the two processes. 

And further, if the fact of the Sruk being made of Cami wood applied 
to the Primaries alone, then even in the Varunapraghasa sacrifice, which is 
a subsidiary, we would have the employment of the Sruk used at the 
Primary sacrifices of the Prayaja, &c. And the means by which we could 
avoid these Praydja Sruks are the same by which the Qruks for cleaning 
are avoided. But this is not quite desirable; as there is no reason for 
such avoidance. Even though there may be some cause for the relation- 
ship of a certain Primary, yet, in accordance with the Rule laid down in 
connection with the ‘ Saumzkavédidakshind,’ the element required would 
be got at indirectly (by concomitance itself); and as such no collecting 
of the Primary Class would be proper. 

(2) Then again, the shape of the Paridhi vessel is pointed out by the 
use to which it is put; and hence there could be no cleaning of that Paridhi 
which would not serve that purpose. That is to say, Paridhi is the name 
of that substance which is used in the keeping intact of the fire; just as 
‘Juhi’ is the name of an implement used in the Homa. Then, in accordance 
with the Sätra IV—i—26, we could speak of the QOleaning being useless. 
And then, on having heard of the Paridhi being made of the Banavat, if 
we were to clean the Palaga wood before it has been made into the Paridhi, 
we would only be cleaning that which is not Paridhy. If the Paldga he 
made into the Paridhi (before being cleaned), then the keeping of the Fire 
having been done, it could not serve any useful purpose in the Primary 
Sacrifice. Nor do we ever find a mixture of two things that serve the 
same purpose (the Palāça and the Bapavat in the present case). Therefore 
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there would be no need for making another Paridhi. 

(3) As for the AvabArtha, inasmuch as this is a new action, it ends 
wholly in what is directly mentioned in the Veda; and as the whole of 
this action, together with all its accessories, is laid down as to be performed 
in water, what could be that Oleaning, in which we would have to make 
use of Fire, and hence have to burn it P 

Thus then, none of the above three can be accepted as the uses of the 
present Adhikarana. 

There is only one example which has been rightly cited. In the case 
of the sentence ‘ mdnsantu savdniyandm’ in accordance with the Siddhanta, 
the character of being made up of tarasa (meat), not being related to all 
Oakes, and thus being ‘asavaniya,’ it would not be connected with that 
Oake which has been purified by being carried round the fire. And the 
word ‘ Savaniya’ is never used with reference to the subsidiary of the 
‘Savaniya;’ because it deals with that alone which is related to the 
Savaniya. As for the subsidiary of the Savaniya, inasmuch as this serves 
no useful purpose in the Savana, it is impossible to have any cake in it 
made up of the Vrihi corn; specially as the sentence ‘ Vrihibiryajéta’ 
distinctly shows that the Vrihi corn is to be employed in the Cake used at 
the Primary Sacrifice. And thus, it is not quite certain which is the 
material of which that Cake is to be made, which is purified by being 
taken round the Fire. And herein lies the use of the present Adhikarana. 

But even this is not quite correct. Because in that case in accordance 
with the maxim of the ‘ Kansabhoji’ the conditions of the scriptural 
Injunction (that ‘ the Cake is circled round the fire’) would be fulfilled by 
the circling of the Meat-Cake; and consequently there would always be a 
likelihood of the performance of an Action like what is described in the 
Siddhanta. 

Thus then, the corn-cake having been taken up, in some way or other, 
for the Primary Sacrifice, it must be held that the circling round fire is 
a means of accomplishing that Cake; especially as such is the inclination 
of the scripture. But even in that case, such an action being useless, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘one-year-old cow,’ there would be a 
total disappearance of that action, And hence‘it is in the avoidance 
of this disappearance that lies the use of the present Adhikarana. 

Or, it might be in the fact of there being no definite material for the 
Cake; nor does the maxim of the ‘ Kaasabhojt’ apply to the case; because 
the mere flesh does not represent the Cake. It it be asked, ‘ how this 
comes aboutin the Savanitya Cake?’ we reply that in that case it is not the 
Oake that is desired; what is enjoined by the sentence is the flesh itself, 
independently of any Cake in the place of the Cake; exactly a in the case 
of such corns as the Dhand. Because in no way is it possible to make such 
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corns out of the flesh. Consequently, it must be admitted that in accord- 
ance with the maxim of the ‘ Priyatgu,’ it is only inthe Primary 
Sacrifice that the Cake is to be made up of the flesh. As for the circling 
round fire, this applies to the Cake only; and as for the material of this 
Cake, it may be uncertain, or it may be the Vrihz or the Yava, as is shown 
by the conditions of the Primary Sacrifice. å 

As a matter of fact, howover, the real uses of the Adhikarana are the 
following: (1) In the Primary Sacrifice, there being many auxiliaries 
to the QOleaning of the Sruk, we conclude that the number of such auxi- 
liaries must be three only, in accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Kapiijala’ 
(XI—i—38-45) ; and hence even when thore is a maltiplication of vessels, 
—as in the case of the ‘ Pagucdturmdsya’, ouly three Sruks would have to 
be cleaned, in accordance with the theory of the Pirvapaksha. In accord- 
ance with the Siddhdnta, on the other hand, all the Sruks havo to be 
cleaned ; because of the necessity of repeating the purifiactory process with 
each substance. (2) And again, in accordance with the maxim of the 
*Pacu’ (IV—i—11-16), signilicanco attaching to the number ‘one,’ only 
one Paridhi would have to be cleaned, according to the Pérvapaksha ; 
while according to the Siddhanta, all the Paridhis would have to be cleaned ; 
and there would be some distinction made in a case where there is a 
multiplication of Paridhis. (3) And similarly, the circling round fire, 
believed (according to the Pérvupaksha) to appertain to one Cake, comes 
(according to the Siddhänta), to apply to all the Cakes. (4) Similarly, 
according to the law ‘ Vishayé laukikam syāt, in the case of the sentence 
‘agnimupasamadhaya stuvate, the cleaning would pertain to the ordinary 
fire, according to the Pérvapaksha; while according to the Siddhanta, 
any cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely useless, the Cleaning laid 
down must appertain only to such sacrificial fires, as the ‘Ahavaniya’ and 


the like. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 


Treating of the Primary character of the Stuti and the Castra Hymns. 
(Mahéndradhikarana). 
Sutra (18): “The Stuti and the Castra are subservient, 


exactly like the Yajya mantras,—because they distinctly signi- 
fy the Deity.” 


The case of the Stuti and the Castra has been introduced, as an 
exception to the general definition laid down in Sara II—i—8. By the 
word “ Stuti” is meant a hymn; and the “ Castra”’ also is a hymn which 
is made up of mantras that cannot be sung. A Hymn is that which 
describes the relationship subsisting between an object and its properties ; 
and as such, in the first instance, it is accomplished by such objects and 
properties; specially as in the absence of these the Hymn would be mere 
words, and as such not capable of being called a “ Hymn.” Of these two 
again, inasmuch as the properties described do not form part of the 
Action to be performed, they serve no useful purpose with regard to the 
Action; and as such they are taken absolutely as serving the purpose of 
completing the Hymn itself. Then the question arises—The Hymn thus 
accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bringing about an idea of the 
object hymned, and as such, is subservient to this latter? or, is it some- 
thing independently by itself, leading to a certain transcendental result ? 
On this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as we actually find the Hymns perceptibly bringing 
“about a rememberance of (of the Deity) that serves to accomplish the 
“ sacrifice, we cannot but admit them to be subservient to such Deities.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14): But in that case, the mention of the name of the 
Deity would have to be carried away by its meaning; because 
such mention is always subservient to the meaning. 


The Sutra points out the fact of the Paérvapaksha being contrary to 
other authoritative evidences. 
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That is to say, if the hymn in question consist of a Mantra, the object 
described in which does not exist at the time, then this object would carry 
away the Hymn from its present context, and as such, there would be a 
setting aside of that which isdirectly laid down. For instance, in a case 
where we have an Injunction laying down the use of a particular hymn on 
a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contain the name of a 
Deity—as in the case of a Hymn addressed to Indra being laid down as to 
be sung in connection with the “ Mahéndragraha” sacrifice,—the Injunc- 
tion would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and hence in a case 
where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist, (as in the case of the 
Mahéndra sacrifice),—the particular Hymn will have to be carried away 
from the Mahéndra sacrifice to another sacrifice where Indra might exist. 
And this would be a direct contradiction of what is authorised by the 
Order and Position of the Hymn, &c. The particular sequential Order 
that would be contradicted in the present instance is that in which 
the mantra is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymns; 
while the Position contradicted would be—either the mention of the 
Hymn by the Injunction of the Rathantara, or the particular Context in 
which they occur. 


Sutra (15): Objection: “But (in the instance cited) the 
word (that appears to make the Deity something quite different) 
would be only a qualificatory one,—exactly like the word ‘ barren’ 
(in the expression ‘Ajavasha’).” 


“The above objection does not apply to the case in question. Because 
‘a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
“something entirely different; in the case in question however, the 
“Hymn in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the 
“name ‘Mahéndra’; because the words ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahéndra’ are 
‘‘non-different. That is to say the Indra, that is hymned by the 
“Hymns in question, is the same that is sacrificed to in the Mahéndra 
“sacrifice; and as such the object referred to being actually present, 
“ wherefore should there be any necessity of carrying it away from 
‘its Context? Nor is it absolutely necessary for the Mantra to make 
“ mention of every minute detail of the object connected with the sacrifice ; 
“ because it is always found to mention something more or less than that, 
“in accordance with its own expression or capability (and as such it does not 
“matter if the Injunction of the Hymn speaks of Indra only, without the 
“qualification ‘Maha’). Consequently, the Hymn should be taken as 
“ pointing to Indra as apart from any attributes, because much significance 
“does not attach to the attributes, as the attributes are pointed out 
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“by the context itself ;—all this being exactly similar to the pointing out 
“of materials apart from qualifications. Nor does the Deity consist of the 
“word alone—as we shall show under chapters IX and X. [And hence 
“Indra cannot be taken as different from Mahéndra, simply on the ground 
“of difference between the words. | 

“Thus then, it must be admitted that that which is mentioned by the 
“word ‘Indra’ is the same that is mentioned by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ ; 
“specially as there is no reason for assuming the two to be distinct. 
“Consequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
“carrying away of the Hymns, these must be admitted to be the subser- 
“vient accessories (of the Deity ”). 


Sutra (16): Reply: Not so; because it forms part of the 
scriptures. 


It has been urged above that the Hymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for any carrying away. But 
this is not so; because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means 
avoidable. 

For, if there wero sufficient grounds for holding the identity of Indra 
and Mahéndra, then alone would it not be necessary to carry away the 
Hymns; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinct difference hetween 
the two. 

To explain~-In the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ some people, seeking, 
to establish its identity with the word ‘ Indra,’ explain it etymologically 
thus: ‘ Muhan’ + ‘Indrah’ = Mahéndrah (the Great Indra), and then Ma- 
héndro dēvatā asya’—' Mahéndra’ (That sacrifice of which the Great Indra 
is the presiding Deity). And in that case what the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
would signify would be that of which the preceding Deity is Indra as endowed 
with the attribute of greatness. But such a connotation is not possible; 
because the signification of a word taken as one complete whole is always 
more authoritative than that which is sanctioned by its etymological con- 
structions; and hence the word ‘ Mahéndra’ more directly denotes a dis- 
tinct Deity in the shape of Mahéndra, than it does the ‘ Great Indra.’ 

Then again, if the word ‘Malhéndra’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split; and if, in 
order to avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to, 
then the word ‘ Mahéndra’ distinctly denotes something entirely different 
from Indra. 

Says the Bbhashya, the nominal afix in “ Mahéndra”’ would not be possible 
af the word ‘Indra’ stood in the need of a mention of greatness; and 
what is meant by this is that it is not possible for us to take the word in 
its etymological sense. And the chief reason for this is that in the due 
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functioning of a compound, as also in that of the Nominal Affix, capability 
is always laid down as the necessary qualification. Incase we have recourse 
to the etymology of the word the said qualification becomes impossible to 
get at, in both cases. 

That is to say, in the two sūtras ‘ samarthah padavidhih’ (Panini II—~ 
i—i) and ‘samarthanadm prathamadva’ (Ibid 1V-—i—82), it is distinctly 
laid down that ‘samarthya’ or capability is the necessary qualification in 
the functioning of both the Compound and the Nominal Affix. Con- 
sequently, in the absence of this capability, no functioning of any of these i in 
possible. 

I. For instance, if the Compound and the Affix were simultaneously 
explained—that is to say, if the word ‘ Mahéndra’ were explained as ‘ Mahan 
Indro devata asya, then thore would be no capability in either of these. Be- 
cause, if the chief stress were laid upon ‘ greatness’ as being needed (by the 
word ‘ Indra’), then this last word could not have any relationship with 
the Nominal Affix; and, on the other hand, if the factor chiefly needed 
were the Affix itself, then there could be no connection with greatness. 

This ‘capability’ is explained by some to be in the shape of (1) 
‘ékarthibhaiva’—the Identity of purpose, the fact of conjointly forming a 
single entity,—and by others as (2) ‘ vyapeksha ’—i.e., Relationship based 
upon mutunl requirements. And neither of these twa is applicable to 
that which stands in need of something else. 

(1) That is to say, when one factor is independent of everything ua 
save the other factor in question,—then alone can there be any identity of 
purpose between these two. In a case, however, where one factor is 
distracted by other agencies, no such identity of purpose is possible. 
As a matter of fact, it is only when two objects are not distracted on 
many sides, that they can rightly be said to be dependent on one another, 
which is not possible when they are so distracted ; because in a case of 
such distraction, our perceptive faculties fail to function rightly. That 
object, which is pointed out conjointly by the two parts ofa word as 
equipped with the two characteristics, is always the same thatis pointed to 
by each of these parts independently by itself. When, however, there 
happens to be a dependence upon others, there is always a doubt in the 
matter, and the whole does not point to any one definite end. Thus-then, 
in the case in question, there is no possibility of a capability in the shape 
of identity of purpose. | 

(2) As for the capability in the form of Vyapéksha (Relationship based 
upon mutual requirements)—the word ‘ Vyapéksha@’ itself distinctly points 
to the absence of Apéksha (dependonce on others); and as such there can 
be no room for it, in a case where the object depends upon other factors; 
and hence any such capability is not possible in the case in question, 
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That is to say, that which depends upon others can never be spoken of as 
‘ Vyapéeksha’ (free from dependence). 

Thus then, there being no chance for the capability of any of the two 
kinds, it becomes absolutely impossible for either the Compound or the 
Nominal affix to function in the matter. These are the discrepancies 
in the case of the word ‘Mahsndra’ being all at once explained as 
‘t Mahan Indrak dévata asya.’ 

II. If, however, the functionings of the Compound and the Affix be 
explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the words will 
have to be often times repeated, there would be a split of the sentence ; 
because in that case, after we have expounded the Compound, it will be 
necessary for us to give utterance again to the two words ‘ Mahat’ and 
‘Indra.’ It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared—The 
word ‘ Indra’ when taken up by the functioning of the Affix cannot be connected 
with ‘greatness. The sense of this is that when the word ‘Indra’ would 
be taken with the Affix it would be broadened (changed into ‘Aindra’) ; 
and as for ‘greatness’, inasmuch as it is always connected with a dis- 
tinct substance, it could have nothing to do with the word ‘ Indra,’ which, 
as already forming part of the word ‘ Aindra,’ occupies only a secondary 
position. Thatistosay,in that case we would have the form ‘ Mahaindra,’ 
the qualification ‘great’ having nothing to do with Indra, because that 
which occupies a secondary position, and as such has its own denotation 
suppressed, cannot be connected with any other qualifications. 

The declaration of the Bhashya—when taken up by the functioning 
of the Compound, &c., &c.—refers to the ‘split of the sentence’ mentioned 
above. 

Thus then, having explained the improbability of any gradual func- 
tioning, the Bhashya again brings forward the theory of simultaneous 
functioning, but only with a view to point out othor discrepancies in the 
theory. 

In accordance with the maxim propounded in the Sūtra I—iv—8, there 
would be another syntactical split consequent upon the fact of the word 
Indra’ being the predominant factor with reference to ‘ greatness,’ 
while it occupies a subordinate position with reference to the Nominal 
Affix. 

And there would be yet another syntactical split, on account of the 
Injunction having to serve the double purpose of pointing out greatness 
as the qualification of Indra, and that of declaring Indra to be the Deity 
of the sacrifice. For instance, what the Injunctive affix will have to do 
would be to point out—(1) that Indra is qualified by ‘ greatness °’ and (2) 
that ‘Indra’ is related to the material offered at the sacrifice ; and this 
would lead to an inevitable syntactical split, 
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For these reasons, the word ‘ Mahéndra’ cannot be explained as that 
Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by greatness. 
What is possible is that the word be taken as one independent whole, 
independently of the component parts; as in that case alone could the 
Nominal Affix be rightly explained. And thus it is established that 
Mahéndra is a deity other than Indra. 

Nor can it be urged that Indra himself came to be called ‘ Mahéndra,’ 
the ‘Great Indra,’ after ho had performed the grand feat of killing Vrttra, 
because in that case the Veda, in which the word ‘ Mahéndra’ occurs, 
would have a beginning in time. Consequently the mention of the killing 
of Vritra must be taken as only culogising ‘ Mahéndra,’ which is a name 
eternal and complete in itself. 


Sutra (17). Also because of names. 


That is to say, Indra must be distinct from Mahéndra, because of the 
difference in their names. Thus alone could there be any restriction with 
regard to the Mantras in question ; as otherwise there would be an option ; 
and as such in one case, the mantra would be set aside from its legitimate 
purpose. And if there were uo difference between Indra and Mahéndra, 
the only purpose that the mention of two distinct Mantras could serve 
would be to bring about a transcendental result, which is not allowable in 
the case. 

Therefore, just as the Sun, &c., are different from Indra, so also is 
Mahéndra ; and as such it would be absolutely necessary to carry away the 
Hymn elsewhere (as shewn above). 


(Thus cnds the exposition of the Adhikarana in accordance with the 
Bhashya). 

The Vartika, however, takes exception to the above, and brings forward 
the following arguments against it :— 

If we have recourse to the above explanation, and if the Nomival Affix 
were regarded as possible only in case the word were taken as one complete 
whole, then in that case, the same would be the case with such words as 
‘ Agnishomiya’ and the like; and the word ‘ Agnishomiya’ could not be 
taken as pointing to the two deities Agni and Soma; and as such no 
action could have two presiding deities (which would set at nought all 
the rules of atidéga, &c., laid down below). ‘That is to say, just as 
in the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ neither a gradual nor a simultaneous 
functioning of the Compound and the Affix is possible, on account of the 
word ‘Indra’ standing in need of ‘greatness’ and the Affix,—so, in the 
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same manner, ‘Soma’ standing in need of ‘ Agni,’ there could be no Affix 
(in the word ‘ Agnishomiya’); and when it would stand in need of the 
Affix, there could be no compounding with ‘Agni.’ So also, if there 
be a gradual functioning—one after the other—of the Compound and the 
Affix, a repeated utterance would be necessary; and this would lead to 
a syntactical split; because, as shown abovo in the caso of the word 
‘Mabéndra,’ when the word would be taken up by one functioning, 
i& could not be taken up by another; and as before, there would be a 
diversity in the character of the word ‘Soma,’ which would be the 
predominant factor in one case, and the subordinate element in another ; 
and so also the Injunctive Affix would have to refer to more than one 
object. Thus, in short, all the objections that have been shown above, 
as applying to the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ would apply tothe case 
of the word ‘ Agnishomtya’ also; and hence this word also will have 
to be taken as one whole in itself; and consequently thore would never 
be any case of any sacrifice having two presiding deities. 

But it is by no means possible for words like these to be spoken 
of as conventional wholes by themselves, because everywhere in the 
scriptures, the particular actions are laid down as having two presiding 
deities. 

For instance—(1) in course of the consideration of the texts dealing 
with the ‘quartering’ of the ‘dgnéya’ cake, the ‘ Indrapita’ and the 
‘t Pishaprapishta,’ we shall explain how the words ‘agnéya,’ &., which 
point to Agni alone as the deity, are incapable of including the 
‘ Aindragna,’ the ‘ Agnishomiya, &e., which point to Agni, &c., as the 
deities, only in the company of some other deity. (That is to say, 
the Aindragna cake cannot be treated in the way that is prescribed 
for the ‘Agnéya’ cake; for if the word ‘ Agnéya’ were to refer to the 
' Aindragna’ also, then, inasmuch as the word ‘ Agni’ would be dependent 
upon ‘ Indra,’ there could be no nominal Affix in the word ‘ Agnéya.’) If 
these words were conventional wholes, what would be dependent upon what ? 
(2) So too we shall show later on that the Aindrapaushna is held to be 
subsidiary to the Agnishomiya, &c., on the sole ground of both of them 
having two presidiug Deities (and this would not be possible if the words 
did not signify the presence of two Deities). (3) Similarly in the case of 
the sentence ‘ Médhapatibhyaim médham,’ we shall show how two significa- 
tions are accepted, as explained under Sutra [IX—iii—35. And again, (4) it 
will be shown under the ‘ Manotadhikaruna’ (X—iv—42) that iu the case 
where Agni and Soma are the deities, Agni alone is not a deity, though both 
are intimately related to the Action. (5) It is not quite reasonable for us 
to deny such etymological changes in the compound ‘ Agni + Soma’ as are 
due solely to the fact of its forming a duality of deities—such changes, f.t., 
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as the lengthening of the ‘z’ and the change of ‘sa’ into ‘sha’ (as ac- 
cording to Panini VI—iii—37, and VIL[I—iii—82, respectively). If no 
authority be attached to grammatical rules, then the rule laying down the 
addition of affixes, denotative of Agni, &c., being tho deity, would also be 
unauthoritative, and as such Agni, Soma, &c., would cease to be known as 
deities. If, however, this latter fact is admitted, then on exactly the same 
grounds, it would be necessary to admit the duality of the deities also. 
And as such the word canuot be taken as a complete whole in itself in- 
dependently of its component parts. 

For the same reasons, it is not right to assert that the Dvuandva-Com- 
pound in ‘ Agnishomiya’ could bo explained as compounded, only for the 
sake of accentuation, &c., and having no other significance, as we have in 
the case of the words ‘ Agvakarna’ (the name of a plant) and the like. 
Because a grammatical rule can be said to be for the mere sake of certain 
modifications of accentuation, &c., and to have no other significance, only 
in acase where the senses conveyed by the word bo, in some way or other, 
not in keeping with a well-recognised fact of ordinary perception. 

In the case of the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra,’ it is certainly necessary 
to assume a distinct significance for each (because we do not find any 
disagreoment from a perceived fact); and inasmuch as these words 
signify, ono tho qualification and the other the qualified, we come to the 
conclusion that one word qualifies the other. And as soon as these words 
are pronounced: together, we are at once led, by our previously-acquired 
notion of their relationship, to the joint cognition of the one as qualified 
by tho other ; and there is nothing to sot aside this joint cognition. Nor is 
there any reasonable ground for assuming, for tho compound, any signi- 
ficauce, apart from those of the component words. ‘Then again, it is only 
when the whole word by itself has becn duly established as complete in itself, 
independently of the component words, that the denotation of this word, as 
such a whole, would set aside that which is provided by the component 
words (in case of course the two happen to be mutually contradictory). 
But no such word could be taken to be a duly established entity by itself, 
until we actually found it used as such, apart from having anything to do 
with the signification of its component parts. 

And further, we find a great ditliculty in believing iu the existence of 
Indra; and it would entail a much greater dificulty to assume the existence 
of another and an altogether distinct deity in the shape of Mahéndra. 

As a matter of fact, we find that ovon in the case of a perceptible 
object, there can be no reasonable ground for assuming a multiplicity of 
denotative potencies for a word; and it would be very much more 
unreasonable to make any such assamption in a case where the very object — 
Mahéndra f.i.—has got to be assumed. We accept the existence of an 
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object in the shape of Indra, simply on the ground that, otherwise, the use 
in the Veda of the word ‘Iudra’ would not be explicable. And thus if the 
use of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ too were equally inexplicable, then alone we 
could have any ground for assuming the existence of an object in the shape 
of Mahéndra. Asa matter of fact however, the use of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
is quite explicable, as based upon the well-recognised denotations of the 
two words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’; and hence the word is found to convey an 
idea of the same Indra as qualified by ‘ greatness’; and as such there is no 
ground for assuming the existence of any other object. And hence it is 
proved that Mahéndra is none other than Indra qualified by greatness. 

Further, when we expound the fuctioning of the Compound first 
and then explain that of the Affix, there is no incapability pertaining to 
anything; because at the actual time of the functioning of the compound, 
or that of the Affix,—there is nothing else that the factor stands in need 
of. Nor is there any syntactical split due to repeated utterance ; because 
all that we do, by the repeated utterance, in expounding the compound, 
is to give expression to the many meanings that are expressed by the word 
pronounced but once. The word’ ‘ Mahéndra’ has a double functioning 
in the shape of the Compound and in that of the Affix ; each of these func- 
tionings represents a distinct sentence ; and it is the meanings of these two 
sentences that we give distinct expression to by the expounding of the 
Compound and the explanation of the bearing of the Affix. And as for the 
ropetition that we have recourse to, in the re-expounding, it is not that of 
any Vedic sentence; because there is no such Vedic sentence as “ Mahānç- 
casdvindragca, Mahéndro dévataé asya it Mahéndrah.” Nor is it the Vedic word 
itself that is so disjoined ; because all disjunction being brought about by 
human agency, the word ceases to be Vedic altogether. The fact is that 
in the Veda, the word ‘ Mahéndrah’ occurs inits own complete form; and it 
is only the meaning of this word that is explained by means of the afore- 
said disjoinings and etymological explanatious &c., proceeding from human 
sources. 

As a matter of fact, words are endowed with various potencies, bring- 
ing about as they do, the cognitions of one or many meanings. And the 
meaning of a word is explained, sometimes by means of another word, 
and sometimes by means of a sentence, and that too being one or many, 
consisting of two or more words. For instance, the meaning of the word 
‘Pika’ is explained by ‘ Kokila’; ‘ Aupagava’ is oxplained as ‘the son 
of Upagu,’ or as ‘one who was produced by Upagu from out of his 
wife.’ The verb ‘pacati’? (Parasmaipada—Present Tense, Third Person, 
Singular) is explained as ‘the action of cooking, affecting another person, as 
being accomplished at the present time, by the agent who is one—the action 
extending over many moments.’ And certainly, in these explanations, 
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there is no syntactical split. Nor is the explanation found to refer 
to any portion that is not denoted by the word explained. In the same 
manner, when the meaning of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ happens to be ex- 
plained by persons cognisant of the various signications of words, who 
employ one or more words of their own, without touching the Vedic text 
itself—where is there a symtactical split ? For our own sentence, even if 
uttered a hundred times, would not vitiate the Vedic sentence. And when 
the meaning of the Veda is explained, the word itself does not become 
human. And when a certain fact is being spoken of by a man, it is ne- 
cessary that it should be spoken of in a certain order of sequence, and that 
too in accordance with the due sequence of the roots and affixes —f.i. 
‘ Mahdngcasavindrah, se.’ ; and certainly, in this there is no dependence upon 
other factors. 

Then again, oven in the case of one factor depending upon another 
factor, there is every ground for there being a Compound, provided the 
formor be the predominant factor; consequently if the word ‘Indra’ were 
dopendent upon the Nominal Affix, it could be very well compounded, be- 
cause of the fact of its being the predominant factor, with regard to 
‘ greatness. ’ 

Thus then, even though, in case of the simultaneous functionings (of 
the Compound and the Affix), there is nothing incongruous in the fact 
of the factors being dependent upon other factors, yet the functioning in 
question is gradual. Because tho word ‘Indra,’ though dependent upon 
the Affix, is yet compounded on account of its predominant character ; and 
when dependént upon greatness it becomes subordinate, and hence the 
functioning of the Affix has to come in later on. That is to say, in a case 
where the predominant factor is dependent upon something else, the func- 
tioning must be one of this kind; and hence it is the compounding that 
comes in first. If, however, after tho compounding has been done, the 
functioning be held to come in its wake, of its own accord,—then the result 
would be that Indra by itself would be connected with the Affix; and on 
the other hand, the same pure Indra would come to be compounded; and 
as such we would have, for the deity in question, Indra alone, without any 
qualifications; and as such the mention of the qualification ‘great’ would 
become absolutely useless. Nor is it possible to assert that, as in the case 
of the ‘red one-year-old cow,’ so in that of ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahat’ also, 
the two coalesce in the denotation of the Affix, and as such serve to limit 
one another. Because where there is no Action in question, there can be 
no such simultaneous coalescence. Nor is it possible for that which is not 
an Action to draw within itself any qualifications. Even if it could so draw 
them in, it would come to denote the fact of ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ denot- 
ing two deities. And thon, the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ being more 
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than one, when not compounded, there would be no possibility of the 
Affix that we do actually find in it, because this affix is laid down as com- 
ing in only when the Deity in question is one (and hence the word 
s Mahéndra’ would be possible only in case Mahéndra wore one deity, and 
not if the word ‘ Mahéndra’ contained the names of two distinct deities). 
And again, if the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ were two distinct Nouns, 
with independent declensional affixes, then there could be no such noun 
as ‘ Mahéndra,’ and hence no chance for the affix in question; and if there 
are no such Nouns ending in declensional affixes, then they could not 
form a compound, 

For these reasons, simultaneous functioning is not possible ; and hence 
through the aforesaid gradual functioning, we conclude that the object 
signified by the Compound itself is the deity. And consequently Mahéndra 
is none other than Indra qualified by greatness. 

Thus then, we find that for reasons above explained, the Pérvapaksha 
position appears to be quite reasonable; and hence we must have recourse 
to another line of argument with a view to its effectual refutation. 

And this wo are going to do now, in expounding what we shall call — 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


As a matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal (1.e., in the form in which it happens to 
be mentioned in the scriptural Injunction) ; consequently, inasmuch as it is 
by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot but 
accept Mahéndra as the Deity. Even if the meanings of the two words 
‘ Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndra’ be identical,—the deity in the particular sacri- 
fice in question must be that which is spoken of by tho word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
in accordance with the law laid down under Sūtra: ‘ Vidhigabdasya mantra- 
tvé, §c.,) (X-iv-23)— and none other. And hence the character of the 
deity could not belong even to those montioned by such names as ‘ Vrha- 
dindra, &c.,— words that are more akin to‘ Mahéndra’ than ‘ Indra,’ — 
to say nothing of such other words as ‘ Indra’ and the like. 

When we find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down in con- 
nection with a certain sacrifice,—even though the Deity be the object 
denoted, and not the merely Verbal form, yet, if we find the slightest 
difference from it in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to 
be the Deity of that sacrifice. 

That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not cognisable by 
the ordinary means of cognition, Sense-perception and the like; and 
hence the only means of knowing it is afforded by Vedic Injunction alone ; 
hence we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been performed 
in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when we actually 
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find that the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is therein laid 
down. If however, the slightest difference is made in that,—the func- 
tioning of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of the real 
Deity, &c.—, we will have to look for another authority for this slightly 
different Deity; but as a matter of fact, there is no such authority; and 
as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unauthoritative. 
This will be explained later on, where it is shown that ‘ Agni is the Deity 
of the Ashtdkupdla, and not of the Ajya’ (because with regard to the 
latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity). In accordance with this rule 
(1) when the Injunction has spoken of Indra as the Deity, the deific 
character cannot be attributed to Agni,—(2) when Indra is laid down as 
the Deity of Soma, He cannot be the Deity of the Cake,—(3) when Indra 
is laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, He cannot be the Deity 
of the creeper itself,—(4) when pure Indra is laid down as the deity, we 
cannot have him as qualified by some attributes ;—so in the same manner, 
when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ‘Great-Indra’ 
(Mahéndra) as the Deity, we cannot invoke Indra alone. 

Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the [Injunction in ques- 
tion, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance must be 
attached to its qualifications aud adjuncts: specially as no such significance 
could be attached to them, only in case the Deity were that with regard 
to which something else was predicated, That is to say, if in the matter 
of the relationship expressed by the nominal affix (in “ Mahéndra’’), the 
Deity were that with regard to which it was predicated, then we could 
not attach any importance to the mention of its attributes. If, however, 
the Deity were not predicated, it would not have the character of the 
Deity, and hence we cannot but admit it to be predicated. And as such, 
due significance must be attached to its qualifications; and hence the 
removal of the qualification would do away with the very character of the 
Deity. For instance, in such sentences as—‘ the white-clothed person 
should be fed,’ ‘the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ ‘the person with 
the stick repeated the Praisha Mantras,’—if we take away the qualification, 
what is left behind ceases to form a material part of the Sacrifice. If 
however, the qualifications were such as having something else predicated 
of them— f.i., “bring in those that have white clothing”—the men 
could very reasonably be brought even without the white clothing (which 
they might lay aside before coming in). Hence, in the case in question, 
even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, in its material form, we 
could not accept it as without its qualification ; as a matter of fact, however, 
we find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form,—and consequently 
anything else, that would be mentioned by a word apart from the Injune- 
tion, could not be recognised as the prescribed Deity. 
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' And farther, when the Deity is mentioned by means of a compound, 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing. Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘ Mahéndra-graha’ 
could never be mentioned by the word ‘ Indra,’ That which is mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice; and as such 
in the case of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity 
would be absolutely useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of Sutra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix. Hence we conclude that thore is a distinct difference between 
the deities Indra and Mahéndra. 


Question : “ But how do you reconcile the Bhashya with the above 
explanation P ” 


Reply: It is as follows: What the Pūrvapakshī urges is that 
there is no necessity of carrying aside the Hymn in question. And for 
one who holds that the mantra mentioning ‘ Indra’ need not be removed 
from the ‘ Mahéndra’ sacrifice, — inasmuch as it would be absolutely use- 
less to have expressed a Deity that is not needed in the Action, it must be 
desirable to admit that simply Indra is the Deity pointed out. But no 
such admission can be made by his mere wish; nor is there any other 
authority for its acceptance; because the only authoritative means of 
knowing the Deity, in the present case, is the Nominal Affix that we meet 
with in the passage laying down the ‘ Alahéndra’ sacrifice; and this occurs 
in the “ Mahéndra”’ only. If this Nominal Affix were rent apart from the 
compound, and explained along with the word “ Indra” only, then, in that 
case, the mention of the Deity would be in kooping with the direct deno- 
tation of the Mantra. 

It is this position of the opponent that the Bhashya takes for granted, 
and hence it speaks of the word “ Indra” as withdrawn from tho word 
‘ Mahéndra,’ in the passage: ‘‘ that Indra is the Deity is cognised by the 
presence of the Affix;’’ while, asa matter of fact, inasmuch as the word 
“ Indra” stands in need of “ greatness,” so long as the compounding is 
not done, the word ‘Indra’ remains the subordinate factor, and as such 
incapable of any contact with the Nominal Affix. 

Says the Bhashya: “ When depending on contact with the nominal 
afix, Sc. &c.” And the sense of this is that, though the compounding is 
quite possible when the principal factor is dependent upon something else, 
there is room for the nominal affix when it is in the pure condition of the 

Noun; but at the time that the affix appears, there being no declensional 
ending, no compounding would be possible. Thus then, the rule laid 
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down by Patanjali — that “ compounding is possible also when the factor 
dependent upon something else happens to be the predominant one ” — 
applies to those cases in which a Noun with a declensional ending, stand- 
ing apart, stands in need of another word which is capable of being con- 
nected with it,—as for instance ‘ Rājpurushah gobhanah. ’ 

If there were a need of the Nominal Affix, before the compounding 
was done, then we would have to admit the appearance of the affix along 
with a sentence (in the form of ‘Mahan Indrah’). On the other hand, if 
the affix were attached to the word ‘Indra’ only, then the qualification 
(greatness) would fail to enter into it. 

As for the gradual functioning (one after the other) of the Compound 
and the Affix, you do not admit of it. If the affix were attached in the 
first instance—z.e., before the coming in of the word ‘ Mahat’—then, we 
would be open to the two objections urged above (Text, p. 397) — viz: (1) 
the greatness would apply to the material of the sacrifice, and not to the 
Deity, which would become the subordinate factor ; and (2) the final shape 
of the word would be ‘ Mahaindra’ and not ‘ Mahéndra !’- 

The mere word ‘ Indra,’ when functioning along with the Compound, 
could not be related to the nominal Affix. (This is what the Bhashya 
means). For these reasons, it will have to be admitted that in the single 
word, the relationship (between ‘ Indra’ and ‘ Mahat’ and the Affix) comes 
in all at once. And then, in accordance with the Satra I—iv—8, we would 
as before be opon to the objection of the diversity in the character of Indra 
(it being the predominant factor in relation to ‘ greatness ” while subordi- 
ate in relation to the affix). 

Says the Bhdshya: It is clear that Mahéndra is something totally dis- 
tinct from Indra. And the sense of this is that, prior to the compounding, 
the Injunction is ono of more than one object, i.e., greatness and Indra 
this would also be got at from the words of the complete compound itself, 
and this would lead to a syntactical split, which 1s avoided by having 
recourse to compounding. 

Therefore, says the Bhashya, the deity in question is not (mere) Indra 
unqualified by greatness, (but the qualified Indra). This would be the sense 
of the Bhashya, if we read it as ‘ amahattvavicishtah ;’ if, however, we read 
‘ mahattvavigishtah,’ the meaning would be that the deity is not that which 
is mentioned by the mere word ‘ Indra,’ but that which is spoken of by that 
word qualified by ‘ Mahat; specially because the affix in question would 
be possible only if the noun were in the form of a compound. 

Says the Bhashya—Not by the relationship of the component parts ; and 
this should not be taken as absolutely denying the etymological meaning 
of the word; all that it means is that the affix does not appear by means 
of the relationship of the component parts, because it is absolutely 
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impossible for any such part to be withdrawn from the compound (for 
the propose of being attached to the affix). 

Says the Bhāshya— Therefore it must be a distinct deity. That is to say, 
even though the object Indra is one only, yet the two are spoken of as distinct 
deities, on account of the difference between the unqualified (“ Indra”) 
and the qualified (“ Mahéndra’’). For instance, we find the same man 
to be an uncle and a preceptor; and he is spoken of differently, accord- 
ing as the particular requirements of the time may refer to the one or the 
other phase of his character. 

As for the Vedic sentence “it was after Indra had killed Vyttra that 
he came to be called Mahéndra”—the Pirvapakshi thinks that (even in 
the case of the ‘Mahaéndragraha’) mere Indra having been previously 
recognised as the Deity, what the qualification ‘great’ does is to subse- 
quenty eulogise the character of the previously recognised Deity, and it does 
not enter into the deific character itself. The reply to this is clear in the 
Bhashya itself. 

Mahéndra thus being known as a deity, distinct (from Indra), it is mere 
groping in the dark, to make such bold assertions as that—‘the word 
Mahéndra points to mere Indra as the deity,’ ‘the mere word Indra points 
to the qualified Mahéndra as the deity,’ ‘even though the Injunction 
distinctly mentions the qualified Mahéndra, yet the character of the deity 
belongs to mere Indra,’ ‘though the word used be ‘Indra’ only, yet the 
deific character belongs to the qualified ‘Mahéndra,’ and so forth. None 
of these assertions are reasonable. 

Consequently it must be admitted that the Hymns in question will 
have to be carried away to that place where there is a complete harmony be, 
tween the Injunction and the Mantra (ie., a place where Indra would be the 
Deity ),—if we wore to accept the Hymn to be subservient to the Deity (1.e., 
if we take the Mantra as pointing to the Deity), as held by the Pūrvapaksha. 
Whereas in accordance with our theory, the Hymn isa principal action 
by itself, leading to a distinct transcendental result; and as such capable 
of being taken along with any and every deity; as in all cases it 
would, by means of its own specific transcendental result, help in the 
completion of the sacrifice; (and there would, in this case, be no need of 
carrying away the Hymn), 

Sutra (18): The mention of the qualification too would be 
absolutely useless. 

Whether the qualification be eternal or transient (úe, natural op 
caused), if it be taken only as eulogising Indra, and not as entering into 
his deifio character, then its mention (in the sentence Mahéndrgraha, &c,’) 
would be absolutely useless. Because the only purpose for which a deity 
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is spoken of or enjoined is to show how the particular Action could be 
performed with reference to Him. And whether the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performance of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the quali- 
fication. 

And further, the qualification not being included (in the Deity itself), 
it could only be mentioned after the Injunction of the Deity; or it would 
have to be mentioned as describing the Deity. But for you neither could 
be possible; because of the ‘qualified Indra’ not having been mentioned 
anywhere else. That is to say, the relationship of mere Indra with the 
particular ‘graha’ (the Ma@héndra) is not laid down anywhere; and 
hence it could not be possible for the qualification to be laid down solely 
with a view to the description of Indra contained therein; on the other 
hand, we have never found any such Deity as ‘Great Indra’ laid down; 
and as such it is not possible for ‘greatness’ to be spoken of as serving 
the purpose of pointing outa particular Deity. And thus the mention 
in the passage in question, of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ being such as is not 
found elsewhere, we must admit it to be the Injunction of a distinct Deity. 


Sutra (19): So also with regard to the Yajya and the 
Puréruc. 

The difference of names in these also is to be explained in the same 
way as that in the foregoing Mantra. That is to say, it is only in accord- 
ance with the aforesaid explanation that we could explain the separate 
mention of the Yajya and the Puronuvakya. 


Sutra (20): Inthe case of the ‘barren goat,’ we perceive 
the object as actually existing. 

[It has been urged above in Sutra 15, that the object laid down as the 
‘barren goat’ is subsequently spoken of as ‘goat’ only, and hence the 
qualification ‘barren,’ and also ‘great,’ must be takon as qualifying the 
object, and not as having any independent significance. ] But the fact is 
that such objects as the ‘barren goat’ and the like, help the sacrifice, by 
their material forms; and as such all their specifications being directly 
perceptible, when it is found that the purpose is equally served by the 
use of a generic form ‘goat’ only, the Mantra does not attach much im- 
portance to the actual words (“ barren goat ”) employed in the foregoing 
Injunction. 

Sutra (21): Objection: “There may be (a carrying away 
of the Hymn in question) to an action wherever mere Indra might 
be the Deity; and as a distinctly useful purpose would be served 
by it (there can be nothing objectionable in it),” 
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The Sutra may be interpreted in two ways: I. “The Piurvapaksha 
“could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to a 
“strong authority. As a matter of fact, however, it is not so; because 
“the authority of Liùga (Indicative Power) of the words of a Hymn 
“is certainly much stronger than that of Order or Context, &c.; and hence 
“ we cannot very well give up the Pirvapuaksha theory.” 

II. “The word ‘Indra’ being a part of the word ‘Mahéndra’ could 
“be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound ; as by so doing 
“ we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the Liùga and the 
“ Krama; just as we have in the case of the word ‘Agni’ as occurring in 
“the Manota (Vide X—iv—42). Thatis tosay, it would not be neces- 
“sary to remove the Hymn, as on account of close proximity, we could 
“accept the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘Mahéndra’; specially 
“ag in so doing we avoid the contradiction between Linga and Krama, 
“and also the necessity of having to assume a transcendental result (for 
“the Hymn). For instance, in the case of the Agnishomiya, though we 
“find the word ‘ Agni’ alone in the Manota Mantra, yet finding, from con- 
“text, that it forms part of a compound (‘ Agnishoma’), we accept it 
“as indicating Soma also, and as such affording the sense of the whole 
“ compound. 

“Consequently there is nothing incompatible, even if we do not 
“ remove the Hymn from its place.” 


Sutra (22): Reply: This could not be the case with those 
(Mantras) that are directly laid down. 


Asa matter of fact we find that in many places we do not find 
the same meaning in all the Mantras that are laid down in that connec- 
tion, when these latter are removed from that context. For instance, in 
the case of the sentence ‘ yamydh gansanti’ and the like,—inasmuch 
as Yama is not the Deity of the other Grahas, if the Mantras laid down 
in that context were to be removed from there, they could not point to 
him. And as in that case the very injunction of these would be useless, 
it would be necessary to admit the fact of their leading to transcenden- 
tal results. And this may be said of all similar cases (as the one in 
question). And hence we cannot accept the Hymn to be merely subser- 
vient to the Deity. 


Sutra (23): Objection: “But we actually perceive it.” 


(This Sutra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any Injunction useless). 

“Though Yama, &c., are not the Deities of the grahas, yet they could 
“be indicated by the Mantras, as being of use in other actions. For 
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‘‘instance—(1) the Mandika Hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein 
“laid down that the Fire is be drawn in with the Mandika sukta; (2) 
“the Akshasikta is employed in the Rdjastiya, as therein it is laid down 
‘that the gambling is done with the dice (aksha) ; (3) the Miushikfsukta 
“is employed in the Ekdadagini, as in this the sentence ‘akhusté, &., 
“having doscribed the connection of a certain place, this makes the 
“Hymn one culogising that place. As for the ‘ Kushumbhaka’ and other 
“hymns, if we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them 
“as having their use in those cases where the general term Mantra is 
“used in the Injunction (and no particular Mantra is specified); as for 
“instance, we find that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in 
“tho Vacastoma. So too in the case of the Agvina sacrifice, it is laid 
“ down that in case the sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all 
“ Rk verses should be recited (as an expiatory rite). In cases like these, 
“however, inasmuch as we find that the Mantras laid down do not 
‘mention any object that appears in the sacrifice in its material form, 
“we have to accept the fact of their leading to transcendental results. 
“ But because a transcendental result is admitted in one case, that is 
“no reason, why we should rejegt a visible purpose, even when it is pre- 
“sent, and always assume a transcendental one. For instance, because 
“the reciting of the Vatshnuvi verse is found to serve only a transcen- 
“dental purpose it does not follow that only transcendental results fol- 
“low also from that of the Yājyā and the like, which are found to serve 
“distinctly visible purposes.” 


Sutra (24): Reply: Because of the fact of the direct men- 
tion (of the Genitive, &c.), the words ‘stauti’ and ‘cansati’ ap- 
pearing in the context, would have to be taken as having their use 
in bringing about distinct transcendental results (Apirvas). 


Tt has been urged that like the word ‘ Agni’ in the Manotd, the word 
‘Indra’ would indicate the sense of the compound, ‘ Mahéndra.’ But this 
is not correct, because there being nothing incompatible in the directly ex- 
pressed meaning of the word ‘ Indra,’ there is no reason why it should 
give up its direct denotation, (and take to indirect Indication)? And then 
again, as it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect indi- 
cation, to find a visible result for all that is held to be leading to trans- 
cendental results,—this process of interpretation is by no means allow- 
able. ) 

Then it has been urged that thore would be nothing wrong, even if 
the Hymn were removed from its place. But itis not so; because Direct 
Assertion, as defined by Proximity, distinctly points to the fact of the 
Hymn in question forming a part and parcel of the collection of Hymns 
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with which it is mentioned. And as for the functioning of Linga, it 
can have no injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general rela- 
tionship (between the Mantra and the Deity). 

That is tosay, if the case were such that it was absolutely definitely 
ascertained that the Hymn serves a visible purpose,—in that case alone 
could the Direct Assertion, defined by Proximity, be set aside. 
When, however, tho case is such that it is only after the Hymn has been 
employed that its use is sought after, and the commencement of the action 
does not depend upon the use.—thon the Hymn having been employed 
in accordance with the authority of Order and Proximity, it does not 
matter whether wo assume a visible or an invisible result. As for the 
Hymn, when removed from its place, we do not find any reason 
for employing it in any other place. As for Linga, all that it could do by 
its power of pointing to the Deity, would be to point out the form of the 
Deity (and not its relationship with any action); and in that case it 
would bécome absolutely useless, Linga can have nothing to do with 
regard to the expression of any relatiouship between the Deity and the 
Action. As a matter of fact, Linga is found to have an actually enjoin- 
ing force, only when the general relationship of the Deity with the Ac- 
tion has been defined by some Mantra or other,—and then there arising the 
question as to how the Deity would help the Action, what the Linga does 
is to point out the character of the Deity, thereby showing forth in what 
way that Deity is capable of helping the Action. In the case in ques- 
tion, however, we do not find any ground for such general relationship. 
Consequently if the Hymns are removed from these places, they cannot 
but become useless; and hence it is only right to accept the fact of their 
bringing about transcendental results. 

And further the various case-endings that we come across—viz., the 
Locative in ‘ Kavatishu stuvati, the Genitive in ‘ Indrasya virydni’ and the Ac- 
cusative ‘in praugam gansati’—as also the words “ Stauti, Cansati’ and 
the like, would have their direct meaning (only according to our theory); ac- 
cording to you, they will have to be taken as signifying something else. 
That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the qualified 
resting in the letters of a word, thus alone could the presence of the 
Locative be explained. If, on the other hand, the Kavati were taken as 
serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity, then the word would have 
to appear with the Instrumental ending. 

Nor can it be rightly urged that, “even if we accept it to be an 
Eulogy, the Kavati remains a means and as such amenable to the Ins- 
trumental ending ”,—because in our case the Kavati-hymn has the 
character of the substrate, as also that of the means; and hence it is 
quite optional in what way itis to be spoken of. As for the pointing out 
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or manifestation of the Deity, all such manifestation'in the first’ instance 
must reside in (have for its substrate) the Self of the person; and ‘sub-. 
sequent to the comprehension of the character of the Action, the mani- 
festation of the Deity (as the Result) resides in the Deity; while'as for 
the Kavatt, it must always remain the Instrument or means (of that manie. 
fegtation); and this makes a great difference bet ween the two theories. 

Then again, the injunction or Bhavana of eulogy—in the words 
* Stanti’, ‘Garsatt’ —is cognised as extending’ over a definite period of 
time ; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the Root serves as the 
means; while all the other nouns, with the several ‘endings, come to be 
related, only inasmuch as they help in the fulfilment of the Root. Thus’ 
then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the Hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish something that is desired, they serve 
a purpose laid down in the Scriptures, and as such come to have a dis- 
tinctly useful end. When they do the manifestation of the Deity, on the 
other hand, they do something that is not laid down in the Scriptures 5' 
and as such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. ' Hence it, is 
more reasonable by far to have the Hymns serving distinctly useful 
purposes. 
~ Further, for us, the genitive (in t Indra ysa viryani > éte., ’) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of the Deity; and that which is 
subordinate cannot be the predominant factor; hence it being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, tho mantras conld not be taken 
as subservient to them; and consequently predominance must be attr ibuted 
to the Hymn. If in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then being expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning it 
would be found with the nominative ending, which could not express any- 
thing else,— as we find in the sentence ‘agnirmirdhd, &c.,'&c. In the 
case in question, however, even that which we find having’ the nominative 
ending i 18 actually found,—on account of tho fact of the homogeneity of tho 
Sontence as preceded by the capability of tho words used,—to be fo the 
purpose ‘of expressing the connection of the quolitephion; as for in- 
tance, —“ Indro yāto jangamas yāvasitasya raja.” And ag there is no use 
of the qualifications, these cannot be accepted as the predominant factor } 
and hence the ‘only’ reasonable course open to us is to ‘accept the word, 
expressive of the Deity to be subservient to the Hymn (which latter 
cannot be taken as subserviently pointing ont. the Deity). 

“ There should be a stop in the Bhashya after the word ‘ Satyane? (as 
otherwise the word could not be construed in anyway). 

Thus then according to the laws of Arthavada, inasmuch as all other: 
words (save those with nominative endings) wonld, become useless,—even 
tHough, in the first instance, it is possible for ‘the word expressing the 

ra 
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Deity to be the predominant factor, yet the only rightful course is ta 
take it along with the sentence, only as subsidiary to the Eulogy. 

And thus the words ' Stauti and ‘ Cansati® cannot in any way be taken 
as serving the purpose of the indirect indication (of the Deity); and as 
such predominance must be attached to the Bulogistic Hymn only. 


Siitra (26): Because of the distinctness implied by the word. 


We find it declared in the Veda that “the Agnishtoma is acccm- 
panied by twelve Hymns”; and here the mention of the number ‘ twelve ° 
shows that each hymn is distinct by itself. If it were not so, and if all 
the hymns equally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, there 
could be no mention of the number ‘twelve.’ If, on the other hand, 
the manifestation of the Deity by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity would come to, be pointed by each verse, and 
by each word, and thus being innumerable, they could not be spoken of 
as ‘ twelve ” 

The opponent might urge—“ The same argument applies to the case. 
“of Hymns also; if all the Hymns be considered identical, then there is 
“only one Hymn; if they are distinct, then each verse would constitute 
“a hymn; and there is no third alternative, which wonld be in keeping 
“with the mention of ‘twelve.’ If again, the collection of a definite 
‘number of verses be taken as, one Hymn, in accordance with the musi- 
“ cal hiatus perceptible in certain definite places,—then we can have the 
‘‘same definition with regard to the manifestation of the Deity also.” 

To this we make the following reply: Inasmuch as all actions have 
their end in certain definite results, they are counted in accordance with, 
the number of results; and hence in the case in question, inasmuch. as we 
find twelve distinct transcendental results (Apirvas) appearing, we con- 
clude the number of the Hymns to be twelve also. Ou the other hand, if 
the mantras were to serve the purpose ot pointing out Deities, then, 
inasmuch as such pointing out would be done by each verse and each 
word,—and as there would be no means of ascertaining the end of the Action 
(of pointing out),—there would be no ground for mentioning the definite 
number ‘ twelve.’ When, however, the mantras are taken to serve the 
purpose of bringing about, certain transcendental results, such results 
being cognisable solely by, means of Scriptures, there would be no ground 
for holding the appearance of that result prior to the appearance of the 
hiatus (that is taken as the closing sign of one Hymn); and the result 
would be found to be accomplished only by means of the collection of a 
certain number of verses; and the final accomplishment of this result 
being taken as the mark of the end of a particular Action (of Hymning), 
—the number ‘twelve’ of the results would naturally dotermine the 
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number of Hymns also to be twelve. There is no ground for assuming the 
appearance of such a transcendental result, either from each verse, or 
from all the Hymns taken together. Whereas in the case of manifestation 
(of Deity), we actually perceive the word and the Deity. 


Sittra (26): The mention would be absolutely useless. 


In the case of such sentences ‘ ägnëyä grahā bhavanti’ and then again, 
‘dgneyishu stuvanti’; inasmuch of Vedic verses are incapable of being 
assumed or tampered with, the former sentence being enough for the pur- 
poses of pointing out the fact of the ‘ Agnéyi’-mantras being the means 
of hymning Agni, there would be absolutely no use for the second sen- 
tence. That is to ‘say, if the word Agnéyi only served the purpose of 
pointing out the fact of Agni being the Deity, then the employing of 
these Hymns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself; and hence 
there would be no use for the second sentence. As & matter of fact, how- 
ever, the second sentence should be taken as serving the purpose of 
pointing ont the Hymn as an independent Action. 


Sttra (27): Because we distinctly find the meanings of the 
two to be different. 


All relationship bein% based upon a certain difference between the 
objects related,—inasmuch as we find the two sorts of Hymns ‘ Stotra ° 
and the ‘ Castra’’ mentioned as related to each other, these two must be 
taken as distinct from each other, which could not be, if both equally 
served the purpose of pointing out the Deity. 


Objection: “Both the Stotra and the Castra being equally stuti 
“ the above argument would apply to the case of that also. As for the 
“ fact of the two being two different individuals, those grouuds of difference 
“ could be urged in favour of the Pirvapaksha also.” 


The reply to this would be in the shape of the arguments brought 
forward above in connection with the mention of the number twelve. 
That is to say, the transcendental results following from the Stotra and the 
Castra being totally distinct, it is on the ground of this difference in the 
results that the Actions themselves are held to be different; and on this 
difference would be based the mention of their relationship. While as for 
the manifestation of the Deity, there is no such difference either in the 
action of manifestation or in its results. 


Sutra (28): The mention too is accompanied by the Ac- 
cusative. 


I, Such mention as ‘pra-ugam çaùsati, inasmuch as the Pra-uga- 
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Hymn‘is spoken of “by means of the Accusative, this would be another 
argument in favour of the view that the Hynm is a principal by itself. 
The principal Action is always such as is desired for its own sake (and as 
such accompanied by the Accusative ending)—e. g., ‘ agnihotram juhoti,; 
t āghāramāghārayati’ This could not be the case with the subsidiary 
Actions; which are wholly subordinated to others, and as such not desired 
in themselves. 

I}. The Sitra may be explained in another way: ‘The very menr 
tion of the two names ‘ Stotra’ and ‘ Castra’ is meant to point to the fact 
of these being principal Actions; otherwise the word used should have been 
_prakacana (manifestation) only; or there would be no name at all, as in 

the case of the words ‘ avahantz’ and the like. 


Sutru (29): Because of the fulfilment of the result. 


The particular desirable results that are askod for in the Mantra 
would be possible, only if the Hymn were a principal action by itself ; be- 
wause requests are always preferred to one who occupjes the predominant 
position. According to you, on the other hand, the Results would be 
‘asked for from the Deity, which you hold to be the predominant 
factor, as in the case of ordinary sacrifices ; because so long as the Master 
(Principal factor— Deity) exists, no one would think of preferring his re- 
quest to the servant (the Subsidiary-Hymn which serves the purpose of 
manifesting the Deity). 


PAP LPP PPP LPAI ANDI DIP NI 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


[Treatina (A) or THE NON-INJUNCTIVEeNKSS or MANTRAS, AND (B) or 
Denotation aS THE THIRD FUNCTION OF VERBS. ] 


Sutra (30): The Vidhi and the Mantra serve the same 
purpose, inasmuch as they contain the same words. 


In accordance with the Bhashya, the Adhikarana is explained as 
follows: Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a quéstion as 
to whether or not the injunctive words occurring in them serve the 
purpose of enjoining, as do those occurring in the Brahmana passages. 
And on this, the position of the Parvapaksha is that, inasmuch as the 
words in the Mantra are the same as those in the Brahmana, there is no 
reason why the former should not have injunctive potency. And this is met 
by the Giddhanta, which holds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra, and has its 
subject already laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive 
potency; hence all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance 
of the sacrifice is to recall to the mind that which has been previously 
laid down in the Brahmana passage. That is to say, the action Goydga, 
for instance, spoken of in the Mantra is not different from the same action 
mentioned in the Brahmana, because it is actually recognised as the same ; 
nor does the Mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard 
to which it might be taken to have an injunctive potency) ; nor, lastly, can 
it be taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in another 
sentence ; because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and 
as such cannot be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the mind that 
which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could be taken 
as, would be an Injunction or an Arthavdda. As matter of fact, however, 
none of these is possible. In the first place, the form of the Action, that 
would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid down else- 
where; as for its accessories, in the shape of the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, none of these is mentioned in the Mantra, which therefore 
‘cannot be taken as laying down these. Secondly, when the injunction in 
the case occurs in another (Brdhmana) passage, which has all its needs 
‘already fulfilled, it is not possible for the Mantra to be taken as an 
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Arthavada to that Injunction. This we have already explained under the 
Adhikarana on Mantras (Adhyaya I). For these reasons, Mantras should 
be taken only as recalling what has already beeu enjoined elsewhere. 


Against the above explanation of the Adhikarana we bring forward 
the following objections :— 

(1) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is suppressed simply by the fact of its occurring inthe Mantra, and is 
enlivened by appearing in the Brahmana? We actually find verbs in 
Mantras serving the purposes of injunction, e.g., “ Vasantdya Kapinjalana- 
labhaté ; and conversely there are, sometimes, verbs occurring in the Brah- 
mana, not having the injunctive potency :—e.g., ‘‘ Yusyobhayam havirarit- 
marchet, &c.” Therefore there can be no such absolute rule as has been 
shown in the above Siddhanta. 

(2) Further, if the Mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 
mana, simply on the ground of the action haviug been enjoined in the 
latter, —why could not we take the Brahmana injunction itself as simply 
recalling the action previously enjoined by the Mantra? That is to say, 
there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether the 
Mantra, having its injunctive potency suppressed by the fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brahmana, should serve the purpose recalling 
the action thus enjoined, or vice versa. Thus then, we conclude that, inas- 
much as neither the Mantra nor the Brahmana is capable of being taken 
as supplementary, specially as there is no feature ineither that could 
point it out as distinctly supplementary, both are equally injunctive. 
And as for the repetition of the same Injuncivion—as occuring in the Man- 
tra and in the Brahmana—we can take the two as two distinct actions. As 
for the fact of the one being recognised to be the same as the other, we 
shall explain this under the “ Abhydsddhikarana” (VI—ii—23, &c.), 
Therefore the non-injunctive character of Mantras cannot be taken as 
established in the above manner. 

Some people assert that, inasmuch as the Mantras are laid down by 
the Brahmanas, as instrumental in the performance of sacrifices,—exactly 
as the corn, &c., are,—they cannot have any injunctive potency, just as 
the corn, &c., have none. 

But these people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem- 
blance between the two cases. Because the mere fact of the Mantra being 
laid down in the Bréhmana as to be employed in the sacrifice cannot do 
away with its injunctive potency, Therefore the Mantras would serve the 
injunctive purpose, and also, on account of their being laid down in the 
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Brahmana, serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the Brihmana. 
Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that which 
has been laid down as to be employed cannot serve the purposes of an 
Injunction ; specially if it happens to be naturally endowed with the injunc- 
tive potency. If, however, the presence of this potency in the Mantra be 
denied absolutely,—then it would be altogether needless to bring forward 
the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, for the purpose 
of denying that potency (because much reasoning is not required in 
denying what is impossible), Nor is there any self-contradiction in 
the fact of the Mantra performing both the functions. For instance, 
even the Brahmana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the purpose 
of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain under 
the Sutra V—i—16. 

And further, in the case of those Mantras that are not laid down in 
any Brahmana passage, as to be employed in a sacrifice, your argument 
being inapplicable, there would be no ground for denying the injunctive 
potency of these. Hence even this argument of yours does not help in 
the matter. 


amaran) 


As a matter of fact, however, there is no necessity of bringing in the 
Mantras, especially ın the present Adhikaraņa, as they have no parti- 
cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the 
Adhikarana otherwise, as follows :— 

Verbs have been declared, in the preceding Adhikarana, to be of two- 
kinds only—the Primary and the Subsidiary. And the question now 
started is as to whether these are the only two methods of the functioning 
of Verbs, or there is yet another method. And the position of the Pūrva- 
paksha is that there is no third method. 

In reply to this Pairvapaksha, we have the following 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (31): But, because of the power of usage, the Mantra 
would express mere denotation. 


There is a third method—that of denotation. Just consider the fol- 
lowing: Those verbs, that have their injunctive potency destroyed by the 
presence of such words as ‘yat’ and the like (words which make that 
which they precede, an Uddégya, and which therefore can never be the 
Vidhey@ or object of Injunction), must, in all cases, serve the purpose of 
simple Denotation. ‘That is to say, whether the verb occurs in the Mantra 
or in the Brahmana, when its injunctive potency happens to be set aside by 
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the presence of another word, then, in that case, the verb must be admitted 
to be denotative. 

Examples: (1) In‘ na tanacanti, §o.,’ the Injunctive having become 
suppressed by the word ‘yat,’ becomes supplementary. (2) In ‘ahe 
budhniya mantram mē gopaya,’ the suppression is by the Vocative end- 
ing. (3) In ‘dāmi grhnfimi,’ it is done by the First Person ending. (4) 
In ‘yadi somamapaharéyuh,’ it is done by the word ‘yadi.’ 

The fact is that such instances occur mostly in Mantras; and that is 
the reason why the Bhashya has mentioned the Mantras only ; specially as 
it is acommon idea that Mantras are not injunctive. In Brahmanas, on the 
other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 
Brahmana is commonly known to be injunctive. And it is only a very few 
instances where the Brahmanas are not injunctive; that is the reason why 
no Bradhmana passage has been cited as an instance. 

In the matter of the Brahmana or the Mantra being injunctive or not, 
there is no other reason save that which has been explained above (viz., 
the presence or absence of such words as ‘ yat’ and the like) ; and the pre- 
sence or absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the fact 
of the sentence being a Mantra or a Bradhmana. 

But we do perceive the following point of difference (between tho 
Mantra and the Brahmana): In the case of the Brahmana, the injunc- 
tive potency of the verb occurring in it having been suppressed (by the 
above causes), this Verb comes to be recognised as serving the purpose of 
pointing out something which affords the occasion for another action; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brahmana is not capable of being 
employed in the sacrifice. In the case of the Mantra, on the other hand, 
as soon as we learn its form—such as dam’ ‘ grhndmi, &c. .. . Sagnin 
vihara, &c., &c.,,—we at once realise that even the verbal form can 
serve the purpose of recalling certain actions; aud hence we come to 
the conclusion that the words of the Mantras are to be used in the 
sacrifice. Because in the performance of Actions, it is necessary that there 
should be a recalling (or remembering) of certain things; and inas- 
much as this recalling cannot be done by any means other than Mantras 
(vide Mantradhikarana Adh. 1), we find it only accomplished by such. 
Mantras as have no other function, That is to say, at the time of the 
performance of a sacrifice, nothing can be duly performed, unless it is 
duly remembered, and thus the recalling of certain things being absolutely 
necessary, it would stand in need ofa fit means of its accomplishment, 
and as such it wonld begin to take up such means as either the recalling 
of the words of the injunctive Brahmana passage, or the recalling of what 
has been performed in the preceding moment, or the remembering of the’ 
Kalpasiitra bearing onthe point, or the recalling of the very sentence’ 
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which gave the first idea of that action, or a certain witnessing priest 
chiefly employed for that purpose. Consequently when, at such a time, 
it is found that there are certain Mantras mentioned in the con- 
text, which have no other purpose to serve,—and which are taken 
along with the injunctive sentence, with a vague general notion 
that something might be done by them,—and it is realised that 
these Mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required for 
the purposes of reminding,—we come to infer, on the strength of Linga 
and Context, a Cruti passage laying down the employing of these Mantras ; 
and then these come to serve the purpose of simple Denotution. And 
it is also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as 
recalled by these Mantras that the proper desirable results follow. 

Now we have to explain the Bhashya in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarana. Tho assertion of the Bhashya— 
“Na, asakrdapyuccdrané tatparyat’’—docs not refer to the fact of the 
Action having been already enjoined elsewhere. What it means is that 
on account of the presence of the word * yat,” the verb in the Mantra 
distinctly says that the Mantra speaks of something laid down clsewhere. 
If the Verb, with the words ‘ yat} &c., be uttered even a hundred times, 
it can never, by itself, give rise to any idea of an Apūrva; and it is on 
account of this fact that we have the idea of the actiou being laid down 
elsewhere. 
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ADHIKARANA (9). 
Explanation of the name ‘ Mantra.’ 


Siitrva (32): The name ‘Mantra’ applies to those of which the 
purpose is Denotation. 


As shown above, there is no significance attaching to the special citing 
of Mantras in the preceding Adhikarana: it is only by the way that the 
Sutra brings in a definition of what is meant by the word ‘ Mantra,’ 
as it occurs in the previous Gatra. And as it is introduced only by the 
way, thoro is no necessity why this Adhikarana should have preceded the 
last one (as mentioned in the Bashya). Specially as the last Adhikarana 
could have been discussed, without any reference to Mantras, basing the 
discussion upon any ordinary sentence. As for the Author of the Bhashya, 
he has laid stress upon the ordor of the Adhikaranas, simply because 
he attached importance to the use of the word ‘Mantra’ in the last 
Sitra. 

The sense of the Séfra is that the name ‘ Mantra’ applies to those 
that serve the purpose of denoting or recalling,—the compound ‘ taccodukea ’ 
being explained as a Bahuvrihrt. The Bhashya mentions the Genitive 
form, with a view simply to the verbal explanation. 

This definition has been given here, for the sake of its terseness, 
specially because it is thus thatit is spoken of among teachers and students 
and other experienced people, and also because it applies to almost all 
Mantras. 

The Bhashya (p. 125) says that a definition has been given, because it 
is not possible always to teach by the system of prshtākota. And the sense 
of this is, that without a definition, the teacher would have to undergo 
the trouble of pointing out each and every Manira to his student, and 
this would be as painful a process as the curvings of the back undergone 
at the time when many things round one’s self have to bo pointed out 
to the standers-by. 

On this point we have the following verses: Even the great Sages, 
can never come to the end of all individual objects that have to bo 
defined; and it is only by means of a definition that the learned get 
to the end of such individuals. The Vrtti has given the following 
specific dofinitions of different kinds of Mantras: (1) Ending in ‘asi’; 
(2) ending in ‘tvdm’; (3) making a request; (4) praise; (56) number; 
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(6) useless talk; (7) complaint; (8) direction; (9) searching; (10) 
question; (11) answer to some question; (12) distant relationship; (13) 
employment; and (14) capability. 

As an example of (6) we have ‘ akshi të Indra pingalé duleriva ’—‘ dult’ 
=Tortoise. Of (12) we have ‘pratipundin gabdamecchidréna pavitréna. 
By ‘capability’ (14) is meant the power of expression. In ‘yë man 
dugdhavantasta éva nirdtkrtavantah, we have tho complaint (7) of the cow, 
In < Amutah somamihara, occurring in the story of Garuda, we have 
the direction (8) of Vinatā to her son Garuda. In ‘Vēda karnavatin 
sirmim’—where ‘ siirmi’-pole—we havean instance of question (10). (For 
the example of others vide Bhashya, p. 126.) 
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ADHIKARANA (10). 
Explanation of the word ‘ Brahmana.’ 
Sutra (33): The name ‘Brahmana’ is applied to the rest. 


The Bhashya says: Since the definition of Brahmana could be inferret 
from that of the Mantra—as all that is not Mantra is Brahmana— 
therefore it is not necessary to give a definition of Braihmana. And at 
first sight the sense of the Bhashya appears to be that under the 
circumstances, it was not necessary to introduce the Sutra. But as a 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we find the word ‘rest’ in the Sūtra, 
which does not give any independent definition of the Brahmana, it is clear 
that the above passage of the Bhishya is only an amplification of the 
Sülra. 

Question: ‘What, then, was the use of bringing in this Sūtra ?” 

Answer: There would have beenno use of introducing it, if it were 
known toall men that the Veda consists only of Brahmanas and Mantras. As 
a matter of fact however, there are many people who are ignorant 
of this fact; and since such people are liable to entertain the notion 
that there may be a third kind of Vedic sentence, therefore it is absolutely 
necessary to state clearly that all that is not Mantra, in the Veda, is 
Brahmana. 

The different kinds of the Brahmana are enumerated in the Bhashya : 
Parakrti(1) is the description of something done previously by a single 
person ; Purfikalpa’ (2) that of something done by many people ; ‘ Vyavadha- 
rana-kalpan@ (3) is that in which a fact that appears on the face of a sen- 
tence, is assumed to be otherwise on account of the peculiarities of the pre- 
ceding and following contexts,—e.g., we meot with the passage ‘ Yo'gwum, 
pratigrthniyat vāruņāstam pratigrhnati,’ and as it is the passage 
means that one who accepts the gift of a horse is seized by the disease 
of ‘ Varuna’; but on looking more closely at the context, we find that 
what is actually meant is that the disease seizes him who gives away 
the horse; and hence the word ‘ pratigrhniyat’ is changed into 
‘ pratigrahayati.’ 

The Bhashya uses the word ‘ Vidhilakshanam’; and in this the word 
t Vidhi’-Brahmana. 


ADIIKARANA (11). 


[Treating of the fact of the Character of Mantra not belonging to the 
modifications in tt. ] 


Sutra (34): The character of Mantras does not belong to that 
which is not actually mentioned in the Veda, as it is only with 
reference to the sentences actually mentioned in the Veda that we 
have the above distinction. 


The Mantra ‘ Agnayé gushtam nirvapami ’—which is laid down as one 


to be employed in connection with the offering to Agni—is modified into 
‘ Sūryñya;? &., when the offering is made to Sūrya; and here we have 
an instance of modification (‘Uha’). And when the presiding Rshis 
of the family of the sacrifices are recounted, we have what is called the 
¢‘Pravara.’ And when the Sacrificer, and his son, etc., are named, we havo 
what is called ‘ Nadmadhéya,’ —e. g., in the Subrahmanya, the declaration 
is made that “it is Devadatta who is offering the sacrifice.” 


PURVAPAKSHA. [A] 


“ And inasmuch as all these are covered by the aforesaid definition 
of Mantra, and as they appear within the body of the Mantra, we must admit 
them to be actual Mantras.” 


SIDDHANTA. [A] 


And the reply to the above is that in all that is found in the Veda, 
only those are Mantras that have actually been spoken of as such by 
the learned authorities; and mere denofativeness (of something connected 
with the sacrifice) is not a specific characteristic of Mantras. 


Another question in connection with this is :—“ When only one word 
in a Mantra is modified, does the whole Mantra lose its Mantric character, 
or it is only the modified word that does so ? ” 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. [B] 


“The whole Mantra ceases to be a Mantra, because the name 
“t t Mantra’ is applied to a certain conglomeration of vowels and consonants 
“arranged in a definite order: and hence as soon as the slightest change 
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“ig made in this, the name ceases to apply to it. That is to say, when 
“in a Mantra the slightest part is changed from that which has been 
“known to be its form, it ceases to be recognised as that ‘ Mantra.’ 
“Tf it be held that the character of ‘Mantra’ would reside even in a 
“part (namely that which has not been modified), then all words, even 
“in ordinary parlance, would become Mantras, inasmuch as all of them 
“form parts of certain Mantras. Consequently the modification of even 
“the slightest letter having set aside the character of the Mantra, 
“it ceases to be amenable to all processes attendant upon a Mantra. 
“ And then just as in the case of a modified Mantra, any mistake, whether 
“in the modified or in the unmodified part, would not make the 
“ sacrificer liable to an expiatory rite, so also there wonld not apply 
“to such a Mantra any of those‘expressions that are laid down with reference 
“to the Mantra or the Veda; and hence even when a single word, or 
“part of a word, happens to be modified, all the specific Vedic 
“ processes (of grammar, accent, &c.) cease to apply to the Mantra; and 
“then what has to be used is the word of ordinary parlance.” 


To this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA. [B] 


Itis only the modified portion that ceases to be Mantra; because 
the generic form of the Mantra having been ascertained to exist in a cer- 
tain sentence, that generic character does not entirely disappear 
by a mere excess or diminution in a certain part of it. For instance, 
when a swelling appears on the neck of tho cow, or when its 
horns have disappeared, it does not entirely cease to be a ‘cow’; and the 
reason of this is that there are other parts of its body that are enough 
to show thatit belongs to the class ‘ Cow’ ; and we find that so long as even 
a part of the original body remains, the whole body is recognised as the 
same. In the same manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception that 
the character of a Mantra manifested by the presence of a number of 
vowels and consonants arranged in a definite order, does not entirely 
disappear on the slightest modification made in it. 

For instance, there are many cases where the change of a letter or 
its deletion, or some modification in the accent, is actually laid down 
in the Scriptures; and certainly when these changes happen to be made 
ina Mantra, it does not cease to be a Mantra ; e.g.—(1) we have the direction 
in the Veda ‘Airam krtvodygéyam’ (the Mantra should be recited after 
the word ‘gir&’ has been changed into ‘ iri); (2) though a certain Mantra 
has three accents, at the time of the reading up of the Veda, yet it is 
laid down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the 
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performance of sacrifices; and in neither of these two cases, do people 
cease to think of the Mantras (thus modified) as Mantras. 

It might be urged that in the cases cited, the Mantric character 
is not denied, because of the modifications having been made in ac- 
cordance with directions contained in the Veda. 

But this explanation is scarcely satisfactory, because all that the 
Vedic direction does is to lay down that the Mantra is to be used in a 
particular way, and it does not declare that the Mantric character 
does not cease thereby. Nor is it necessary that all that is laid 
down as to be employed has the character of the Mantra; for we 
find that Corns are laid down as to be employed in sacrifices ; and certainly 
Mantric character does not belong to these Corns; and thus it comes 
to this, that the said Vedic directions lay down the use of non-Mantric 
sentences. But the sentences cannot be said to be non-Mantric; as 
they are actually recoguised as Mantras, Consequently it must be 
admitted that the non-Mantric character belongs to the [modifed word 
‘ara’ and the rest, and not to the whole sentence. But as a matter of 
fact, even of the modified words like those just cited, we cannot totally 
deny the Mantric character; because when we have looked into the 
whole of the Veda, from the very beginning, we come to the conclusion 
that in certain cases, the Mantra contains the word ‘gird,’ while in 
others it contains ‘rã’ (this latter when we recall the direction ‘ Airam 
krivd, &c.) and that in certain cases, the Mantra has three accents, 
while in others it has only one. 

Objection: “ If such be the case, then all modifications would have 
“the character of Mantrus; because even in the case of the modifica- 
“tions that are made in the subsidiary sacrifices in accordance with the 
“ Primary ones, when we have looked over the direction that ‘the Subsi- 
“ diary is to be performed as the Primary ’—wo could have the idea 
“ (authorised by the said direction) that ‘in the Primary the Mantra 
“ should contain the word ‘ Agni’ and in the Subsidiary it should contain 
_ “the word ‘ Sarya.’ ” 

Reply: The two cases are not identical; because in a case where 
the change is in due accordance with an express direction of the Veda, 
the Mantric character is admitted; in case, however, of the changes 
being assumed, on the sole strength of reasoning, the Mantric character 
can never be admitted. That is to say, on looking into the Vedic 
direction wo come to the following conclusion: in that case the Mantra 
is of this form and in the other case of that form. On the other 
hand, words like ‘Sirya’ are introduced in place of the words like 
‘Agni,’ simply on the strevgth of the exigencies of circumstances and 
reasoning; aud certainly no Mantric character can be ascertained by 
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mere reasoning, and this makes a deal of differeuce between the two 
cases. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as we find Atidéga (transference of words) 
“to be a process authorised by the Veda, we must admit all modification 
“ &c., to be so authorised ; or otherwise they would be wholly without 
“authority. For certainly, it is not a fact to be determined by Sense- 
“perception that a relation of subserviency subsists between any two 

“actions. Therefore there can be no difference between the change of 
“c Agni’ into ‘Sdrya’ and that of ‘ Gira’ into ‘ Ira.’ ” 

Reply: It is true that modification too is authorised by the Veda; 
in fact it is for this reason that the Sūtra denies the Mantric character 
in all that is not actually mentioned in the Vedu. Of the Veda certain 
portions are directly perceived, while others are only inferred. And it 
is only that which is directly perceived that is said to be ‘ Amnata ° 
(‘ Actually Mentioned’). And, as a matter. of fact, we do not find any 
direct mention of the eninge of ‘ Agni’ into ‘ Sdrya,’ as we do that of 
changing ‘ Gira’ into ‘ Ira, 

Objection: “But we find the Vedic ijanetion ‘Sauryam carum 
“nirvapet’; and inasmuch as the Deity is always mentioned in the 
“text of the Veda, the said injunction would serve to lay down the use. 
“of the word ‘ Sarya.’” 

Reply: The injunction you speak of does not lay down the putting in 
of the word ‘Sirya’ into the Mantra; as all that it does is to point 
out that at the time that the offering is being poured out, the name 
of ‘Sairya’ should be pronounced as ‘Surydya Svihd,” and not that 
it should be introduced into the body of the Mantra, which could be 
done only by ‘ Afidégu’ (Transference). And inasmuch as all sentences 
laying down such ‘Transference’ are inferred by reasonings, they cannot 
be said to be ‘directly mentioned in the Veda.’ And consequently, the 
use of the word ‘Sarya’ being found to be laid down by sentences not 
directly mentioned in the Veda, no Mantric character can belong to 
it. 

Objection: “ If such be the case, then, inasmuch as the Recounting 
“of the Pravara, and the Naming of tho Sacrificer, are directly laid down, 
“they would have to be accepted as Mantras.” 

Reply : This would certainly be the case if the actual verbal forms 
of such Recounting, &c., were mentioned in the Veda. As a matter of 
fact, however, we find that the said Recounting, &c., are done in accordance 
with the sense of a general injuuction,—eg, “The Pravara-Rshis 
should be recounted,’”’— and not in a form literally mentioned in the Veda ; 
aud as such they are not included among Mantrus. 

Objection: “If such be the case, thou in a case where the Vedic 
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“injunction mentions only a pronoun, if the sacrificer pronounces another 
“ name in its place, the character of the Mantra would not belong to it.” 
Some people admit that it would be so. But the fact is that there 
being an endless number of individuals, and these too not all exist- 
ing at one and the same time, it is absolutely impossible for all 
of them to be directly mentioned in the Veda; the only way in 
which the pronouncing of the sacrificer’s name, &c., could be laid 
down, is by means of a Pronoun (which refers equally to all nouns) ; 
and it is clear in this case that the Pronoun has been put in simply 
because the place could not be left blank; and hence that the Mantra 
actually contains the word (the name) that is being brought in (in place 
of the Pronoun). Otherwise, the Pronouns not being capable of being 
used, in case they did not serve the purpose of mentioning the particular 
names (to be subsequently brought in), the place in the Mantra now 
occupied by the Pronoun would be left blank and the form of the Mantra 
would be deficient in that part, and the use of the Pronoun would be 
absolutely useless. And the injunction of these being in the generic 
form, like those of the Recounting of the Pravara, &c., we assume the 
use of words in the places left blank. And thus we find that such words 
are actually ‘directly mentioned’; and as such they could very well be 
endowed with the properties of the Mantra. The specific names of the 
Pravara, &c., on the other hand have not the slightest trace of themselves 
at the time of the actual reciting of the Mantra ; because the Brahmana 
passage dealing with them, do not make any mention of the specific forms 
of these names; and as such, we could not attribute to them the Mantric 
character, even on the basis of the fact of the newly-introduced names 
being explanatory to the Brahmana. Consequently, in the case of the 
Subsidiary Sa “Sces, there being a chance of the whole Mantra being 
employed, in act nce with the denotation of the Mantra itself, as also 
the injunctionso — rtain Rshis, certain other words are thrown into it, on 
account of the abs: We of certain conditions of the original Primary sacrifice, 
and the presence of new ones ; and it is only these words that are of the 
character of ordinary parlance, and not of that of the Mentra; the 
rest, however, is just as it was originally laid down, and is actually 
recognised as a Mantra required by the Sacrifice; and consequently this 
latter cannot be absolved from the processes of accentuation, &c., conse- 
quent upon Vedic character ; nor would a mistake in this be free fiom the 


expiatory rites. 
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ADHIKARANA (12). 
Definition of Rk. 


Sutra (35): Among the Mantras, the name ‘Rk’ is given to 
those wherein there is a division into metrical feet, in accordance 
with the limitations of the meaning. 


Though the definition of these various classes of Mantras has got no 
direct connection with the subject-matter of the Adhydya, yet the Sutras 
treat of them, because a consideration of these is connected with Mantras, 
a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with the question 
as to their primary or secondary character. 

Inasmuch as the meaning of words is cognisable through the usage 
of old experienced people, even though the definition has been given by 
the Sūtra, yet the Bhashya speaks of the teaching of trustworthy persons 
as the very root of all verbal denotation. 

In the case of the Rk‘ Agnsh pūrhvēbhhih Sc.,. there is no verb in the 
first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed within it, the 
division into feet in this case is in accordance with the metre and not 
the meaning. 

Objection: “In the case of the Rk ‘ Agnimilé ge, also, inasmuch 
“as the whole Rk contains the expression of a single sense, the sense 
“is not completed in each foot, and consequently in this case also the 
“ division into feet cannot be said to be based upon the sense.” 

Reply: Why cannot it be said to beso ? In the first foot of the Rk 
we actually find the completion of a single sense. And as for the in- 
completeness of the sense of the other two feet, as a matter of fact, 
those two also are not incomplete ; as the sense of them also is completed 
by the supplying of the verb ‘i/é.’ Hence it is rightly said that in this 
ease the foot-division is in accordance with the meaning. The Bhashya 
does not mean that in this case the foot-division does not depend upon 
the exigencies of metre. And hence there can be nothing against the fact 
of these Mantras having the character of the ‘ Rk.’ 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
Definition of Sama. 


Sutra (36): The name ‘Sama’ is given to songs. 


“Among Mantras ’’—‘ tésham ’—has to be supplied to this Sätra from 
the previous Széva. In this case also the Bhashya brings in the authority 
of the teachings of trustworthy persons, in the same manner as in the last 
Satra. The mention of the instances ‘Curd is sour,’ &c., should have 
been made in the preceding Sutra ; but the Bhashya did not do so; because 
it did not attach much importance to it. Or, it may be that the examples 
have been cited here, with a view to show that, ‘just as, even 
though there are many attributes in the Qurd and in the Sugar, yet the 
words ‘sour’ and ‘sweet’ only express the peculiar tastes of the curd 
and the sugar respectively, so in the same manner, the word ‘Saéma’ 
expresses only the ‘ capability of being sung.’ 

Objection: “In the case of the ourd and the sugar, inasmuch as 
“their taste is perceptible by the senses, any teaching of trustworthy 
“ persons on this point can be merely descriptive, and as such can have 
“no special authority.” 

Reply: This does not touch our position; because the mention of 
‘iti’ in the Bhashya distinctly points to the fact of the example being 
one of direct sense-perception ; and the sense is that just as the idea 
that ‘curd is sour,’ or ‘sugar is sweet,’ is authoritative (true), so also is 
the teaching of trustworthy persons, 

The ‘capability of being sung’ being a qualification, its cognition 
would precede that of the ‘Mantra’; and hence the denotability of ‘ Sung 
Mantra’ should be explained as being similar to that of the 
‘Class.’ That is to say, just as in the case of the word ‘go,’ the word 
is found to denote an object (the cow) as qualified by one portion 
(‘Godtva’) (of the cow),—and consequently the qualification is held to 
be denotable by the word,—so in the case of the word ‘Sama’ also, as 
it is found to denote the ‘Sung Mantra’ as qualified by the ‘ capability 
of being sung,’ this last qualification forms the denotation of the word 
‘ Sama.’ 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
Definition of ‘ Yajush.’ 
Sitra (37): To the rest, the name ‘Yajush’ is given. 


This Sūtra is to be interpreted in the same manner as Sūira 33. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
Nigadas inoluded in * Yayush.’ 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (38): “The Nigada must be taken as the fourth 
" because of its peculiar qualification.” 


Sittra (89): “ Also, because of being named differently.” 

The word ‘vā’ serves the purpose of taking exception to the sweeping 
assertion made in the last Séira. 

“ Nigada would be the name of a fourth kind of Mantras; because of 
“its qualification being other than those of the preceding three. When 
“we have such an injunction as that ‘The Nzgada should be uttered 
“loudly, if the Nigada were the same as ‘ Yajush,’ then, by being 
“ uttered loudly, it would lose the characteristic of the ‘ Yajush’ (which is 
« laid down as to be uttered quietly); and hence with a view to avoid this 
“incongruity, we must hold the Nigada to be something other than the 
“ Yajush. If again the said Injunction be held to be only descriptive, even 
“that is not possible unless there is a distinct difference between the 
“< Yajush’ and the ‘ Nigada.’ ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (40): They must be regarded as Yajush, because 
they have the same form as that. 

(1) In the passage “ Ahé budhniya mantram më gipaya, &e. §c.,” we 
find the number of the kinds of Mantras distinctly mentioned as ‘ three’ 
only ; and we find that in the Veda, the word ‘ Nigada’ is used as identical 
with ‘Mantra’; (2) it is quite possible for the Nigada to have its peculiar 
qualification, and to be named differently, even without renouncing the 
character of ‘ Yajush’; and (3) the aforesaid definition of ‘ Yajush’ is found 
to be quite applicable to it; for these three reasons, the Nigadas must be 
regarded as ‘ Yajush.’ 


Stiitra (41): It is on account of (the fact of the Nigada) being 


employed in indicating (to others) that the peculiar qualification 
of the Nigada is mentioned. 


The direction that the Nigada is to be uttered loudly, is based upon 
the exigencies of circumstances and reasoning; and as such being merely 
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descriptive, the loudness is not spoken of as being enjoined. The sense 
of the Sura is that the loudness of the Nigada is mentioned simply because, 
if uttered slowly, it would not serve the purpose (of indicating to others) 
for which it is uttered. 


Sitra (42): Also because a distinct purpose is served (by such 
indicating to other people). 

There isa distinct purpose served by the addressing, to other people, of 
such sentences as ‘ Agnitd vihara, &c.: unless this were addressed to other 
people, the action of ‘ walking’ round the fire by the Agnidhra priest would 
not be accomplished; and there would be no use of addressing, unless 
it were done loudly enough for others to hear; it is for this reason 
that the particalar qualification ‘loudness’ is mentioned. It is in this 
way too that the etymology of the word ‘Nigada’ becomes explained. 
As for the ‘quiet utterance,’ though it is directly enjoined by the Veda 
(as belonging to all Yajush), yet as such utterance would hamper our 
purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action; and hence we 
take that injunction to refer to the Yajush other than the Nigadas. 


Stra (43): The different naming is simply for the purpose of 
expressing the particular qualification. 

That is to say, the difference in name is to be explained as being 
similar to the assertion ‘ Feed the Brahmanas with curd, and the Parivraja- 
kas with milk ’; where the Parivrajakas also are Brahmanas, but with a 
particular qualification. So in the case in question also, the Nigadas are 
Yajush, but with this qualification, that they are to be uttered loudly. 


f ere (44): Objection: “The name ‘Nigada’ would apply 
o all.” 

That is ta say, if the word ‘ Nigada’ be explained as ‘that which is 
recited loudly (‘gadyatd’), then all Mantras would become Niyadas 
(because the Rk and the Sāma Mantras also are recited loudly); and 
hence the name cannot be said to be for the purpose of expressing a par- 
ticular property. 


Sütra (45): Reply: Not so, because of their being distinctly 
named as ‘ Rk.’ 

There can be no such incongruity as mentioned above ; because we find 
Vedio texts laying down in certain cases the use of the Rk, after having’ 
denounced the Nigada (as forinstance, in the seutence ‘ Aydyyd vat niyadah’). 
And if both Rk and Nigada were the same, then these texts would enjoin 
the same thing that they had denounced; and this is an impossibility. 
Nor is there any incongruity in the signification of the root ‘ gada’; because 
what it does:is to denote a particular property of sentences that have the char- 
acter of the Yajush (and as such it could net apply to the Kk andthe Sama). 


ADHIKARANA (16). 
Definition of ‘ One-Sentence.’ 


Sutra (46): So long as there is mention of the same object, the 
sentence must be regarded as a Yajush, and as one sentence ; 
specially when it is such that if it be broken up, the divided portions 
become deficient (in certain necessary elements). 

Some people interpret this Siitra as affording a definition of ‘ Sentence.’ 
And there too, they declare as follows :— 

“ Though it is possible for the definition to belong to Vedic as well 
“as to ordinary sentences, yet inasmuch asthe reasons propounded are 
“known more easily as belonging to ordinary sentences, we must take 
“it to be a definition of such sentences, and not of Vedic ones. Because 
“in ordinary parlance we find that a sentence is used with regard to 
“the object that has been cognised by other means of knowledge; and 
“it is only in such cases that we can ascertain the singleness of that 
“ object; and as such it is in such cases that we can easily recognise the 
“ fact of the sentence being one.” 

“That is to say, in the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance, 
“ we find that the singleness of the meaning expressed by them, as well 
“as the meaning itself is cognised by other means of xnowledge ; and hence 
“on the strength of this well-recognised fact, it is possible for us to 
“ recognise the singleness of sentences. In the case of Vedic Sentences, 
“on the other hand, the meaning expressed not being amenable to any 
“ other means of knowledge, its singleness cannot be ascertained prior 
“to the utterance of the sentence itself ; because until the object has been 
“ recognised, there can be no idea of its singleness ; and thus the definition in 
“ question not applying to these, its Apparent Inconsistency would lead us 
“to a converse definition with regard to Vedic Sentences—viz., that the 
“ singleness of the meaning ts due to the singleness of the sentence. That 
“is to say, just as the object—Sentence—denotes another object, in the 
‘“‘shape of the Meaning, so the property—Singleness—of the sentence 
“would denote the property—Singleness—of the meaning. It has also 
“been declared elsewhere: ‘Inasmuch as the meaning of the Vedic 
“ Sentence is always cognisable by means of the sentence, the functioning 
“of the meaning of the Veda is always in keeping with the sentence ; 
“and hence, as without the sentence there would be no meaning, the 
‘* (Vedie) Sentence cannot be said to be controlled by the meaning ? ” 

‘Against the above interpretation of the Sūtra, we urge thea following 
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arguments: (1) When Jaimini is engaged only in the explanation of the 
Veda, by what connection would he lay down the definition of an ordinary 
sentence? (2) As fora definition of the Vedic sentence also, what connec- 
tion could it have with the chapter dealing with Differences (among Actions), 
(3) Why should not he have mentioned this definition in the chapter (first) 
dealing with the Means of Knowing (Dharma)? (4) There was no use of 
mentioning the word ‘one’; because the definition required would have 
been complete by merely mentioning that “ so long as one sense lasts, it is 
a sentence. (5) How is it thatin the course of dealing with Mantras, the 
Sitra proceeds to lay down something wholly unconnected with it? 
(6) We find the Bhashya expressly supplementing the Sūtra with the 
qualification “ among the yajush that are found to be read in close contiguity ” ; 
and this supplementing being quite reasonable, we see no reason why it 
should have been passed over in favour of another interpretation. (7) And 
further, if the Sūtra went about laying down a definition of the singleness 
of a sentence, having left off the treatment of Differences among Mantras, 
where—either in the Mantra, inthe Brahamana, or in ordinary parlance— 
could such a definition be of any use ? 

As for the Rk and the Sama, the limit of these is well defined by the 
capability of each being used in connection with sacrifices; and as such in 
the case of these, no useful purpose could be served by a definition either 
of Sentence or of its singleness. So in the case of the Brahmana, the 
passages laying down the Agnthotra, etc., having effectually led the persons 
concerned to the accomplishment of the particular Bhdvand, as endowed 
with the three factors of the Result, the Means and the Process,—where 
would there be any use for a due knowledge of the character of the sen- 
tence or its singleness ? 

It might be urged that the use of such knowledge would lie in the 
avoiding of syntactical splits. But even this use is not possible ; because 
a syntactical split is nothing more than the incapability (of the sentence 
to have two distinct predicates)—on the ground of such double predica- 
bility necessitating the repetition of certain words, etc.; and this in- 
capability is always ascertained independently of all knowledge of the 
singleness or multiplicity of the sentence. That is to say, the repetition 
of a word, or of a part of a word, or of anumber of words—or the 
cutting up of the word itself—is known to be an anomaly, by people, 
independently of any knowledge of the singleness or multiplicity of the 
sentence. And in the case of the breaking up of the word there are yet 
other anomalies, viz., the necessity of rejecting the perceptible connection 
(between the members of the sentence and that word), and also that of 
assuming various unheard of potentialities (of the words concerned). 
While in the case of the repetition of the word, etc., as such repeated 
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words would not have the character of the Veda, they could not be equally 
authoritative. 

For these reasons we conclude that no useful purpose is served by 
a definition of the Singleness of a Sentence (in the matter of Vedic 
sentences). 

In the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance also, inasmuch 
as all usage is actually found to be carried on, independently of any defi- 
nition, any such would be of no use at all. 

Aud further, if the singleness of the sentence were to be ascertained 
by the singleness of the meaning expressed by it,—then, inasmuch as 
the only purpose served by the sentence is to bring about the cognition 
of its meaning, after this meaning, and also its singleness, has been duly 
coguised—what would be the use of a subsequent cognition of the single- 
ness of the sentence itself ? As for the speakers, their sole purpose is to 
express a certain fact to other persons, and for their own sake, they have 
no necd of any such definition, While as for those hearing him, when 
the sentence addressed to them treats of something wholly uuknown to 
them, for them, there is not much difference between such a sentence and 
a Vedic one; while if it treat of something already known to him, then it 
is a mere repeated description, and as such no importance is to be attached 
toit. Soin any case, even an ordinary sentence does not stand in need 
of such definition. 

Then again, (if the Sūtra be taken as embodying a definition of 
the ordinary sentence), wherefore should it not have laid down one of 
‘Zedic sentences also? It cannot be urged that the definition of these 
Fg, has been implied through Apparent Inconsistency. Because the 
$ sar process would have been to directly lay down the definition of 
Vewtght:entences, and then to imply, by Apparent Inconsistency, that of 
ordind#ry sentences. Asa matter of fact, however, no such Inconsistency 
is possible in the case in question ; because it is uot such that a know- 
ledge of the said definition of ordinary sentence is not possible without 
a (implied ) definition of the Vedic sentence. 

Further, it is not yet established that what you point out as the 
definition of Vedic sentences (as implied by Apparent Inconsistency), 
really applies to such sentences; because what the definition does is to 
bring forward the fact of the singleness of the meaning being based 
upon that of the Sentence. Then again, inasmuch as it is quite 
possible to believe the original definition in the Sätra itself to pertain 
to Vedic sentences (and not to ordinary sentences),—or that the defini- 
tion of Vedic sentences may be something entirely different,—there 
is no inevitable Inconsistency in the matter. Nor can the definition be 
said to have the character of Parisakhyā (that is to say, it cannot be 
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said that the definition, while applying to ordinary sentences, also serves 
to preclude Vedic sentences as having the contrary character), because 
there is no mention made of the relationship of the general and 
particular. That is to say, if it were so that the general definition had 
been mentioned, and then that definition were subsequently pointed out 
as applying only to ordinary sentences, then alone could it be concluded, 
through Parisankhya, that the definition in question does not apply to 
Vedic sentences. But the definition in question cannot be said to be a 
particular one; because in that case there would be many irregularities. 
On the other hand, we can, quite reasonably, lay down the contrary 
proposition that—‘ Because of the multiplicity of the meaning, the 
sentence is one, specially when it is such that on being separated, there 
remains nothing wanting in it’; or that ‘ Because of the singleness of the 
meaning the sentences are many.’ Consequently none of the above posi- 
tions is rightly tenable. 

Further, how can the singleness of the sentence be ascertained 
independently of the meaning ? for certainly any such singleness of the 
sentence is not cognisable in the mere verbal form of the sentence. 
That is to say, it is always the singleness of the meaning that is ascer- 
tained from the singleness of the sentence ; and hence it must be admitted 
that the singleness of the sentence is always independent of the singleness 
of the meaning; and we do not perceive any limit of the sentence— 
be it made up of a hundred ora thousand letters. For when a certain 
number of letters not having their meanings known, are found to exist 
in one as well as in many sentences, we never come across a cognition 
of any limit of the sentence. 

For these reasons it must be concluded that those words, on hear- 
ing which we are clearly cognisant of a single meaning, must be taken 
as forming a ‘single sentence.’ And it is only this definition that is not 
found incompatible with the character of any sentence—either ordinary, 
or of the Mantra and Bréhmana. 

It has been urged above that, “prior to the cognition of the sen- 
tence, there is no idea either of its meaning, or of its singleness.” 

And to this we make the following reply: The meaning of the 
sentence is always signified by the meanings of words as known in the 
ordinary world; and hence it cannot be said to be brought about by 
means of the singleness of the sentence. That is to say, if the sentence 
had an independent denotation of its own, like the word, then, some- 
how or other, it might have been possible for us to hold the meaning 
of the sentence to depend upon the singleness or multiplicity of that 
sentence. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the meanings 
of words having been expressed by each word, independently of one 
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another, it is solely from the connection among these word-meanings, 
that there follows the cognition of the meaning of the sentence (made 
up of those words), independently of any functioning of the words 
(towards this latter cognition); and it is from this that it is concluded 
that so many words form a single sentence; and towards this result we 
find nothing that is contributed either by the seutence or its singleness. 
And in this explanation there is nothing that is incongruous. 

Now then, that which forms the meaning of the sentence (in the 
Veda) is the Bhavana, qualified by its accessories ; and differences in the 
Bhavana are always found to be cognised by such means as: the presence 
of another word, and so forth (vide next Pada). ‘That is to say, in 
the case of a collection of words, where we do not find any other 
Bhavana expressed by such agencies as the presence of another word 
and so forth, we conclude that the sentence is one only; and thus its 
multiplicity would always depend upon the denotation of other Bhāvanās. 
Consequently, inasmuch as both of these—singleness and multiplicity— 
are recognised by other means, the singleness of the sentence cannot 
be any reason for the singleness of the meaning. 

In view of the above argument, then, we should explain the Sūtra 
exactly in accordance with the Bhashya. 

In the Adhydya dealing with Differences, the special subject intro- 
duced being the Mantras, the different forms of these, in the shape of 
the Rk, the Yajush and the Sima have been described; and then there 
naturally arising a desire for enquiring further into the subdivisions of 
these, each distinct Rk or Sima being definitely known, each by itself, 
to the traditional generations of students, any definition of these is not 
attempted. The Yajush, however, are found in the text, mixed with one 
another, and as such one Yajush could not be distinguished from another 
without a sort of a definition; consequently it is such a definition that the 
Sutra proceeds to give. Nor can it be urged that each Yayush could be 
distinguished by means of the directions (contained in the Bralhmanas) 
which always mention the opening word of each Yajush. Because the 
Bralmanas do not contain directions with regard to all Yajush; nor is 
the rule that—‘the beginning of the second Yajush means the end of the 
first "—found in the Veda; it is only a rule that the author of the Sitras 
themselves have made with reference to directions contained in the 
Brahmanas. 

Thus then the Bhadshya explains the first part of the Sutra as—‘ that 
collection of words which is employed as one whole, in a sacrifice, is one Yajush’ ; 
and it will be evident that this explanation is based upon the etymological 
formation of the word ‘ Yayush’ (which has its source in the root ‘yaj’= 
to sacrifice). As a matter of fact, we find that in the case of all 
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Mantras, there is always in the first instance, coguised a direction—in 
the form ‘this Mantra is to be employed at sacrifices ’—inferred from 
the context (in which the Mantra occurs). It is after this that,—it being 
realised that the Mantra cannot, directly by itself, be utilised in the 
sacrifice.—we conclude that it helps in the completion of the sacrifice 
by the pointing out of its auxiliaries (in the shape of the Deity, etc.). 
It is for this reason that it has been said (in the Bhdshya) that 
that collection of words which serves to recall the auxiliaries of a sacrifice 
is one Yajush, and it is also known as a sentence ( Vākya), because it has to 
be spoken out (pronounced or recited). A ‘ Vakya’ (sentence) is that 
which can be spoken out (uchyaté); and only that can be spoken out (at 
the performance of sacrifices) which is capable of serving its function,— 
nothing more or less than that; and it is by means of that much 
alone that the sacrifice is accomplished. Then arises the question as 
to the character of the Yajush; and this is answered by the second 
part of the Satra— It is that which expresses a single fact, and has its parts 
depending upon one another. If only so much were a Yuyush, then any- 
thing over and above this must be taken as another sentence, and as such 
spoken of as a distinct Yajush. Thus, in all cases, be it from the beginning 
or from the end, only such words are accepted as a Yajush, as are cnpable 
of expressing a single fact, leaving aside all that is not so capable,— 
all those of the latter sort forming distinct Yajush by themselves. 

Says the Bhaéshya—Jnasmuch a sentence is known to be une on account 
of the aforesaid reason, we conclude that a collection of words expressing 
a single fact forms one sentence. The sense of this is that the definition 
of a single sentence being explained as above, through that, we also get 
at the definition of the distinctness of Yajush, as also that of the distinct- 
ness of sentences. 

The Bhdshya puts the question—What is the example ? This ques- 
tion emanates from one who takes the word ‘artha’ (in the Sūtra) to 
mean ‘signification è and thereby considers it impossible for the Sätra 
to contain the two definitions (of the distinctness of Yajush and of the 
distinctness of sentences). And the sense of the question may be thus 
explained: ‘It is the word that would have a single signification (artha); 
“but it has not its parts depending upon one another; and the collection 
“of words (sentence), which hasits part dependent upon one another, 
“has not a single signification. That is to say, it is possible for the word 
“to have a single denotation in the shape of the Class; but it is not 
“ such that when its component letters, roots or affixes are separated, there 
“is any element wanting in if; because in that condition the word is 
“ absolutely without any power of signifying anything. As for the collec- 
“tion of words, on the other hand,—its part, i.e., the words themselves, 
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“ stand in need of one another, on beiug separated ; but they do not afford 
“a single meaning; because each word has a distinct signification of 
‘its own, and the collation of these is not known to have any meaning 
“ apart from that of the component words. And hence there being nothing 
“that could form the right object of the definition, it cannot be a definition 
‘at all (in the sense that is attached to it by the Bhdshya).”’ 

In reply to the above question, the Bhdsya has cited the Mantra 
‘ Dévsya twa,’ etc., and the reply is based mainly upon the fact of the 
word ‘artha’ being taken in the sense of ‘purpose’ (and not in that of 
‘ signification ’). 

The opponent says in the Bhashya: “The word ‘pada’ here has 
only one meaning ”; and in this he further explains what he means,—the 
sense of it being this: “ When apartfrom the signification of the word 
“ there is no signification of the sentence, as one impartite whole, then 
‘ Distinction and Connection, as signitied by the sentence, would only be 
“the properties of the significations of the component words themselves, 
“they being recognised as belonging to them, on account of extreme 
“ proximity.” 

With a view to all this it has been said in the Bhdshya: Even then 
the signification would not be one only; because by “ Distinction” is 
meant the mutual differentiation or specification among the words; 
and this cannot be one, as it is different with each word. In accordance 
with the theory that words signify Individuals, all individual cows being 
spoken of by the word “ Cow,” all that the qualifying words ‘ white,’ ete., 
can be said to do is to distinguish them from the black; and they cannot 
serve the purpose of signifying the connection (of whiteness with the indivi- 
dual cow); and as for the connection of this qualification, this being in- 
cluded in the signification of the word, it cannot form the meaning of the 
sentence; and hence what is cognised is only the distinctness (of the 
objects signified by the words), in which the said connection enters as a 
secondary element. And just as the distinctness belongs to the word 
‘cow’ because of the word ‘ white’ differentiating it from the ‘ black,’ 
etc., —s0 in the same manner the distinctness belongs to the word ‘ white’ 
as differentiated by the word ‘Cow’ from the ‘ Horse,’ etc. And thus 
the objects to be differentiated from (or set aside) being many, there is no 
authority for declaring the singleness (of the Connection or Distinctness). 
If recourse be had to “ Distinctness’ in general, then this class ‘ Dis- 
tinctness’ being always one, all sentences would become synonymous, If 
again, the meaning of the sentence be said to consist of the meanings 
of the component words, as, accompanied by the said distinctness, then 
the ‘ Multiplicity ’ becomes an established fact. 

So also (in the case of the theory that the meanings of the com- 
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ponent words consists in their Connection), this Connection among the 
denotations of the words is only a mutual attachment among them; and 
as this differs in each couple, no singleness could be cognised. Even 
in accordance with the theory that the denotation of the word consists of 
the QOlass,—the classes ‘ Whiteness’ and ‘Cow’ as denoted in their 
respective forms, would, on account of proximity, exert a mutual 
attachment; and as this would constitute the meaning of the sentence, 
the distinctness whereof would be indirectly established. This connection 
too—either in the shape of whiteness in the class “cow,” or in that of the 
‘cow’ in ‘ whiteness ’—would be found to reside completely in each indivi- 
dual (cow) ; and as such it could not but be many. Though in the case of 
a sentence containing only two words, it might be possible for the connection 
to be the same in regard to both words,—yet in the case of sentences 
containing many words, there would be various places where each set of 
two words would come into contact; and the connection thus being found 
in so many different places, it could not but be many. 

And further, the meanings of words being self-important, both 
Distinctness and Connection are only their properties; and as such they 
would always differ with the difference in the objects of which they are 
properties; and hence they could never be one. That is to say, so long as 
we do not admit of a singleness or unity of purpose among certain words, 
the significations of these being all self-sufficient, could never bring about 
any unity ; and as such each of them would bear with itself independently 
the said distinctness and connection. And for this reason also they would 
be many. 

Though for us, who hold’ the “Class” to form the denotation of 
a word, we do not hold the said Distinctness to form the signification 
of a sentence (such signification being held only by the upholders of 
Apoha—the Bauddhas),—yet, inasmuch as the Purvipakshi had brought 
up that also as an alternative, there is nothing incongruous in our accept- 
ing it for the sake of argument. And as for the explanation of the 
Siddhanta itself, this is very rightly done by taking the word “ artha ” 
(in the Sūtra) in the sense of “ purpose ” (and in this it is not necessary 
for us to accept the Apoha or any other theory contrary to our tenets). 

Thus then, it is also possible to declare that it is only the object 
denoted by a single word that is the principal factor, and it is only as 
the qualification of that object that everything else is mentioned; and as 
such on account of the Distinctness and the Connection of that object there 
can be only one Distinctness or Connection, And thus, as being in 
intimate relationship with the action, the Mantra being found to serve a 
distinctly visible purpose in connection with the action, the function of 
the whole collection of words forming the Mantra lies in the pointing out 
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of the action of Nirvadpa, as qualified by the denotation of the words 
‘ Savitri’ and the rest; and as such the example is found to be quite 
apt. 

The opponent, however, not realising the fact of the Nirvapu being 
the predominant factor, is made to ask, in the Bha&shya—“ Nanvatra 
devasya, etc.” And in reply to this the author says that such would 
have been the case only if the word Nirrapāmi were construed in one 
place and also in another; because such double construction would be 
possible only when the Nirvépa would be the secondary factor. But, 
as a matter of fact, we find that this cannot but be the predominant 
factor, ae it serves a distinctly useful purpose; while as for Savitz, etc., 
inasmuch as these do not form part of the action, they are only subservient 
to the actiou of Nirvapa; and hence all the words have one and the same 
purpose (namely that which is served by the Nirvāpa). 

Another objection has been raised in the Bhashya: “ Wherefore should 
the Sutra have laid down both the conditions?” The sense of this 
question is this: (A) ‘In a case where a number of words together 
“serve a single purpose, it naturally follows that, when separated, they 
“ would be wanting in certain elements (because each by itself could not 
“serve that purpose); and as such it is not necessary to mention the second 
“condition separately; (B) conversely each of the words separately 
‘‘could not be wanting in a certain element, unless they were so placed 
“that they all conjointly served one and the same purpose; because it 
‘is always possible for each of them by itself to serve distinct pur- 
“ poses; and hence the first condition being already implied in the 
“ second, there is no need for mentioning both.” 

In reply to this objection, the Bhashya proceeds to cite counter- 
instances. (A) In this connection it is shown that the single purpose 
of pointing out the division of the Cake is served by the words indepen- 
dently of one another. (That is to say, if we left off the second condi. 
tion, then “ bhago vam vibhajatu aryama vam vibhajatu”’ would become one 
Mantra, which, as a matter of fact, itis not; and this is avoided by the 
mention of the second condition, because each sentence bhago vam 
vibhajatu, when separated from the other, is not found to be wanting in 
any element). 

Though the objection as to the multiplicity of the Cake-diviston has 
already been answered before, yct it has been brought forward again, with 
a view to show that there being no qualification collectively mentioned, 
as the word ‘vibhajyatu’ is repeated, there is no fault of the aforesaid 
anushanga’ (i.e., there is no necessity of carrying the same ‘ vibhajatu’ 
from one place to another). 

The reply to this objection is that we shall show later on how, even 
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when there are distinct independent accessories mentioned (as for 
instance, Bhaga and Aryamā in the case in question), the action is not 
more than one. And we have already set aside all chance of the pre- 
dominance of the Accessory; and hence any specifications duo to the 
accessory, not forming an integral part of the action, cannot be regarded 
as significant; and hence both the sentences—‘ bhago vam vibhajatu’ and 
‘aryama vim vibhajatu’—must be taken as only expressing the ‘ Division’ 
in general; and as such both being found to serve the same purpose 
(they would come to be taken as forming a single yajush, if we left off 
the second condition in the Sétra). 

(B). In the case of the sentence ‘ varhirdévasadanam damit tasmin 
sida’—if we leave off the first condition, then, even though the latter 
sentence ‘ tasmin sida’ is dependent upon the former, yet, the purposes 
served by the two being distinct, they are taken as two distinct sentences 
(which would not be possible if the serving of a single purpose were not 
laid down as a necessary condition). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the two conditions to- 
gether form the required definition. 


ADHIKARANA (17). 
Oonditions of the Diversity of Sentences. 


Stttra (47): When the sentences are equally independent 
of one another, then they are “ distinct.” 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ In the case of those sentences, the fact of whose intimate relation- 
“ ship with the action is not perceptible, and the use whereof is laid down 
“only by direct directions (in the Brahmana), in the absence of any 
“indication of such use by the words of the sentence itself,—we must 
“accept all that extends in the text up to the point where the next 
“ (well-known) Mantra begins, to form a single Mantra. Because the 
“ direction of its use being wholly verbal, it would be necessary to assume 
“an imperceptible result (as following from such use); and on this score 
“it is the assumption of the least possible Imperceptible Result that can be 
“ permissible; and when a single purpose being thus assumed for the 
“ whole, if they would be separated, they would be found wanting in some 
“element (and as such both the conditions of the previous Sūtra being 
“ fulfilled, the sentence must be regarded as one). That is to say, 
“inasmuch as there is no authority for making unnecessary assumptions 
“of many imperceptible results, we are led to assume a single result 
“as following from all the sentences in question; and hence each part of 
‘the sentence being incapable of bringing about that result, we have the 
“condition that when separated the sentences become deficient; and 
“as such the sentence must be regarded as one (in accordance with 
“ the two conditions laid down in the foregoing Sätra). 

“The following questions might here be brought forward: ‘(1) In 
“accordance with this theory, how do you account for such distinct 
‘directions (contained in the Brahmana) as— he should cut the branch of 
“the tree with the Mantra ishe tvd, ‘and should wash it with arje tva’ 
“(which distinctly lay down each part of the sentence as a separate 
“ Mantra)? And (2) how do you account for the plural number in 
“ klriptth in the direction klriptirvdcayati where we find each hope (kiripti) 
“ mentioned distinctly as dyurme kalpatam, prano me kalpatam; if all of 
“these hopes were taken as forming a single sentence, why should there 
“ be the plural number in klriptih ?’ 
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“To the above question we make the following reply: (1) It is 
“ quite possible for a single Mantra to be spoken of by means of several 
“words (contained in it), and (2) we have klriptīh in the plural, 
“ because the word ‘ kalpatdm’ is often repeated. 

“That is to say—(1) a Mantra can be pointed out by pronouncing 
“any word therein contained—be that word in the beginning, in the 
“ middle, or in the end; and there is nothing incompatible in this; 
“henge in the case in question, so long as the direction will continue, 
“the whole Manira will have to be pronounced with each distinct action 
“ because any mere part of the Mantra is wholly useless ;—(2) and inas-' 
“much as we find the word ‘kalpat@m’ repeated frequently, there is 
“ nothing incompatible in the plurality of the kiriptth.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: The above view cannot be 
maintained; any idea of the employment and the purpose of the Mantra 
is possible only after its verbal form has been duly recognised ; and hence 
first of all it becomes necessary for us to ascertain the verbal form of the 
Mantra itself, before we proceed to examine whether all its constituent 
parts are distinct Mantras, or they collectively form a single Mantra. 

For the present we shall leave aside the ordinary argument in favour 
of our position—such, for instance, as the presence of distinct purposes, or 
the presence of distinct directions for each part. As a matter of fact, 
the form of the Mantra cannot be said to be ascertained after its purpose 
or use has been ascertained. Because the form of the Mantra is always 
found to be definitely ascertained directly from the Vedic text itself, 
independently of all use or purpose, etc.; and the employment or the 
Purpose of the Mantra is always accepted in accordance with its singleness 
or multiplicity as cognised at the time that the text of the Mantra is 
ascertained. We have already shown above that there is nothing wrong 
in assuming many imperceptible factors, or results, provided that we have 
sufficient authority for such assumption. And, as a matter of fact, 
we find that at the time that the text of the Mantra (Ishe tvā, etc.) 18 ascer- 
tained, we have no idea either of the fact of its various portions being 
dependent upon one another, or of all of them serving a single purpose. 
And for this reason there being nothing against the conclusion 
that each part is distinct by itself, even subsequently we do not find 
any ground for taking them as one only. Nor is it possible for us rightly 
to assume a mutual interdependence among the several parts, when no 
such dependence has been actually perceived. And though, even in the 
absence of this dependence, it would be possible for the several parts 
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to serve a single common purpose, yet as one of the two chief conditions 
(of syntactical unity) would be wanting, the whole Mantra cannot be taken 
asa single sentence. And hence it is all the more impossible for it to be 
taken as one when we find that the text of each part being different, 
there is a different use Jaid down for each; and the uses of these 
being different,—even though they may bring about imperceptible 
results,—the purposes:served by the various parts cannot but be distinct. 

Our opponent also will have to admit that there must be a distinct 
purpose with each direction. The only difference then between us is that 
while you hold all these results to follow from the whole Mantru, according 
to us each of them follows from each distinct part of the Manira. Nor, 
in our case, is it necessary to assume any imperceptible results as following 
from each part of the Mantra, as each of them actually serves a 
distinctly useful purpose laid down in the Brāhmana. 

(1) And for the sake of the due fulfilment of these purposes it 
becomes incumbent on us even to supply whatever words—as ‘ chinadmz’ 
and the like—might be wanting in the Mantra as it stands, to duly 
accomplish the purpose ; for instance the cutting of the branch, mentioned 
in the Brahmana. 

(2) Or it may be that—as in the case of the Brahmana direction— 
that ‘the Mahendra hymn is represented in the rumbling of the 
chariot,’ even though the rumbling is not significant of any meaning, 
yet, at the peculiar time, by the mere remembrance of the Brahmana- 
direction in question, people recognise the rumbling as the actual singing 
of the hymn,—so, in the same manner, on account of the Braéhmana- 
directions in connection with the Mantra ‘ Ishe tvā, etc., the various parts 
thereof—‘ ishe tvd,’ ‘ urjé tua,’ etc.—would bring about the idea of cutting, 
etc. (and in this case it would not be necessary to supply the word 
‘chinadmy? ). 

Both of these processes (l) and (2) are equally authoritative ; and 
hence the authors of the Kalpasiitras have recourse to one or the other in 
different places. 

Thus then in any case, we must come to the following conclusion 
Inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible to make use of a senten 
wanting in a necessary factor, and as it is not right to make use of non 
significant words, we must have recourse to the supplying, from without, 
of the wanting word. Or, inasmuch as the Mantra should be used 
exactly as it is found in the Veda, we must convince ourselves of the 
fact of the words of the Mantra, as they actually stand, bringing about 
the idea of all that is necessary. The acceptance of the one or the other 
alternative is optional in the performance of the sacrifice. 

And hence we find that the various parts of the Mantra in question must 
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be taken as distinct sentences, also on account of the difference in the 
distinct perceptible purposes served by each of them. 

Further, each part of the Mantra being found to have a distinct 
function of its own, as pointed out by the Brahmana-directions, each 
of them by itself must help én the sacrifice; and this alone constituting the 
etymological meaning of the word ‘ yajush’ (ijyaté anéna), each part must 
be admitted to be a distinct yajush by itself. 

In the same manner, in the case of the sentences—‘ @yuryajnena 
kalpataim,’ ‘prano yajnena kalputdm,’ etc.,—though the same purpose is 
served by all the sentences, yet they cannot be taken as a single 
sentence; because each is distinctly perceived in its own form, indepen- 
dently of the others. As a matter of fact, however, they do not even 
serve the same purpose, because the ‘kalpand’ (preservation) of ‘ayu’ 
is distinctly different from that of ‘prdna’ and the rest. Nor can it be 
urged that, “as in the case of the sentence agvinorbihubyaim nirvapami 
pushno hastabhyam, the nirvapa is accepted to be the same in both cases ; 
so in the case in question also the ‘preservation’ would be the same 
in all”; because we find the word ‘ klriptth’ in the plural number, in 
the Mantric Injunction. Then again, in this case, the ‘kalpanas’ not 
forming an integral part of the sacrifice, much significance cannot be 
attached to them; and the only purpose of the Mantras lies in its 
recitation; and in the Mantra we actually find mentioned many 
‘kalpanas ’; and as the difference of kalpanas is not possible without a 
difference in their significations, we regard the significations, that are 
subservient to the letters of the word, to be many. 

The Bhdshya has said that the mention of particular kalpanas has 
a distinctly perceptible purpose; and this is with reference to the 
accomplishing of many Mantras. 

The Bhāshya speaks of an objection: “ The kalpana spoken of in 
“ each case may be taken in the sense of kalpana in general, as in the case of 
“the Cake-diviston with reference to the sentences Bhago vam vibhajatu 
“and Aryamad vam vibhajatu.” And the citing of a fresh instance is 
based upon the fact that the case of the kalpanas is different from 
that of Nirvadpa, in that this latter is mentioned only once (whereas the 
kalpana and the vihbdga are repeated), The sense of this is that, just 
as though frequently repeated the ‘ Division’ (‘ Vibhaga’) is not accepted 
to be many, even though the Instrumentality thereof (in the shape of 
Bhaga and Aryamé, etc.) is diverse,—so, in the same manner, in the 
case in question there would be no diversity of kalpanas. 

The reply to this is: I¢ is not so; because in the case in question 
no useful purpose is served by taking ‘ kalpatam’ in the sense of kalpana 
in general. 
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Or ‘yatha vibhagé’ may be construed with the Reply, the sense thereof 
being that ‘as in the case of the Division, so here also, etc., etc.’ 

Objection: “As a matter of fact, there is a diversity in the case 
“of the Division; and as such it was not right to put this instance in the 
“mouth of the objector.” 

Reply: In that case we will explain the citing of that instance to be, 
not for the purpose of pointing out unity, but only with a view to identify- 
ing the case in question with that of the instance, and thereby making 
the former open to alternative processes; just as we have in the case of 
the Vibbaga (where there is an option between the agency of Bhaga 
and that of Aryam&). The sense of the objection thus comes to be that 
‘‘ we have an option in the case of vibhaga,—why then cannot we have 
the same in the case in question also ? ” 

The reply to this is that this cannot be; because there is an 
option only in that case where the subject is the same in both alterna- 
tives. In the case in question, however, we do not find anything to 
show that the significations of all ‘kalpanas’ are the same (in the 
shape of kalpana in general); and hence we cannot take them all 
as synonymous, as in the case of ‘vibhdga’; specially as we find that 
each sentence expresses a hope for dyu’ (longevity) and the rest, as 
qualified by ‘klpiptt’ (preservation). In the case of ‘vibhdga’ 
inasmuch as no important purpose is served by the accessories (in the 
shape of Bhaga, etc.), the action of vibh@ga (Division) in general 
itself comes to be the predominant factor; and as such itis this action 
alone that is indicated by the Mantra (and the matter of the instrumental- 
ity is left optional). In the case in question, on the other hand, what 
are hoped for are a ‘long life’ (yu) and the rest; and as such it is 
these that are the predominant factors ; and it is as qualification of these 
that we have the mention of ‘ kalpana’ (preservation); and it is not the 
kalpana as qualified by ‘long life,’ etc., that is indicated by the Mantra; 
because no useful purpose would be served by this indication. Even if 
this Action ( Kalpana) were the predominant factor, then, too, there being 
a clear difference between ñyu, prāna, etc., the action (preservation of 
these) also could not but be many. And in support of the theory of 
diversity, we have the fact of each of them serving a distinct perceptible 
purpose. 

Or, it may be that the word ‘klripti’ in the mjunction ‘ Alypitir 
vacayatt’ does not refer to the Mantra (‘ Ayuryajnena kalpatam,’ etc.) ; 
what it does is to denote the multiplicity of the action (of kalpana); be- 
cause all words depend upon the objects they signify. Cousequently, 
firstly, because the plural number distinctly denotes a diversity of 
Actions, and secondly, because a distinct diversity is accepted as based 
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upon the diversity of the qualifications ( “ Ayu,” etc.),—the Mantra 
(Ayuryajnéna kalpatam, etc.) in question comes to be taken as referring to 
Kalpana as qualified by Ayu, etc.; and in this manner they come to fulfil 
what is laid down in the Bréhmana-direction (‘ klriptirvdcayati’) ; thereby 
coming to serve distinctly perceptible purposes, each part must be taken 
as having a distinct purpose of its own. 

Objection: “In that case, how is it that the Brahmana uses the 
“ word ‘viacayatt °? because the object of this Verb must be a word (while 
“the word ‘kiripti’ has been explained as ‘something qualified by Ayu, 
“ which could not be the object of ‘ vdcayati,’ ete., which means ‘ makes 
“to pronounce’)? ” 

Reply: This is no incongruity at all; because the word is used 
in both senses. That is to say, just as people use the word ‘ vācayati’ with 
reference toa person uttering a word, so, in the same manner, when a 
person is found to speak of a certain object by means of a certain word, 
then with regard to the person who makes him speak of it, we use the 
word ‘vācayati’? (=makes to speak). Hence the senseof the injunction 
klriptir vācayati comes to be that when the sacrificer proceeds to pronounce 
the word expressive of the action of Klriptt (or Kalpana), then the 
Adhvaryu priest makes him pronounce it (‘vicayatc’). And inasmuch 
as the Mantras (‘ Ayuryajnena kdlpatam’ and the rest) indicate so 
many distinct Kalpanas, it is only when each of them is accepted as a 
distinct Mantra by itself that it is found to serve a perceptible purpose 
and hence in such cases the sentences must be admitted to be distinct. 


~~, a Te ee oe y a 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[Definition of Anushanga. | 


Sutra (48): Anushanga is the means of completing the Sen- 
tence; because it is such as is equally applicable (to it). 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma, three Homas are laid down (viz., 
the Agney?, the Saumi and the Vaishnavi); and it is laid down—by the 
sentence ‘agnimanikam, etc., that in the beginning of each of these the 
Agneyt Homa has to be offered. And the three Mantras enjoined 
for the Agneyi, accompanying the first of these, the Braihmana lays 
down in its complete form—e.g. (1) ‘ Yate agné ayçayā taniirvarshishtha, 
ae oe swaha’; and those for the other two are mentioned only in their 
incomplete forms—such as (2) ‘ Yaté agnë raydgaya’ and (3) ‘ Yaté agné 
haracaya.’ 

In the case of these two, inasmuch as the subject is introduced 
by the word ‘y’ (that which), which is in the feminine gender, the sen- 
tences cannot be complete without some word denotative of a feminine 
object. And no use can be made of an incomplete sentence; conse- 
quently, with a view to avoid this inconsistency , it becomes necessary to 
supply a part of the sentence that would supply the missing factor. 
Because in the Veda, not even a single incomplete sentence is found to be 
used ; consequently in cases where the sentence met with happens to be 
incomplete, the factor necessary for its completion must be sought out 
from‘somewhere else. 

Nor, too, is actual sensuous Perception the only means of cognising 
Vedic Mantras; because they can be cognised by means of Inference and 
the other means of knowledge just as well as by means of Sense-percep- 
tion. Hence it is only when all the five means of knowledge have 
nailed, that a certain sentence can be relegated to the sixth one of Negation 
(z.e., actually denied). In the case in question we should not rest idle; no 
sooner we find Sense-perception not affording us the requisite knowledge 
of the completing factor, if we also find Inference and the rest all equally 
inoperative, then alone we should conclude the Mantra to be made up of 
that incomplete sentence alone. If, however, any one of these means of 
cognition supplies the knowledge of the missing factor, then the Mantra is 
to be taken as made up of the sentence thus completed, which, before the 
addition of this factor, was wanting. Thus then, it is by Apparent 
Inconsistency that we are led to the general conclusion that there is a 
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missing factor. Aud thus there being no room for the functioning of 
Negation, the incomplete sentence is wholly incapable of being used. 

Thus then, there arises the question as to whether this missing 
factor is to be supplied out of the Veda, or out of certain sentences of 
ordinary parlance,—in the former case the missing factor being found 
in the preceding Mantra, in the shape of ‘ ¢anirvarshishthd,’ etc. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ It is to be supplied out of sentences of ordinary parlance. Because 
“a part of the Vedic sentence, being naturally bound up with this 
“ sentence, cannot go to any other place; sentences of ordinary parlauce, 
“on the other hand, can be used anywhere and for any purpose that one 
“likes. That is to say, just as such Vedic objects as the ‘ Ahavaniya’ 
“fire and the like never turn aside from their purposes as definitely 
“laid down in the Veda, so, in the same manner, a part of a Vedic 
“sentence is bound hard and fast to that sentence of which it actually 
“forms part in the text; and as such it cannot be used anywhere else. 
“A part of the ordinary senteuce, on the other hand, is not so bound 
“up; and as such it can be used anywhere one likes; and as such there 
“would be nothing incongruous in its being taken up for the purpose 
“of the supplying of the missing part of any sentence. Consequently, 
“it is only a part of the ordinary sentence that can be brought in to 
“complete two Mantras in question. 

“ On the ground, however, of the Vedic sentence being found ready 
“to hand, and as such its use being much easier, while the ordinary 
“ sentence has to be composed,—if someone were to supply the missing 
“part out of a Vedic sentence, taking it only as an ordinary sentence, 
“then nothing can be said against it. All that we mean is that 
“any such sentence, separated from its proper place, should not be 
“considered as Vedic. For instance, when during the reading of such 
‘works as the Mahābhārata and the like, if we come across certain 
“ Vedic sentences, we read them as ordinary seutences, and not with the 
“ restrictions of pronunciation, etc., attendant upon the Vedic sentence. 

“And further, if,—on the ground of the sentence ‘ydte rujdgaya ' 
“ being as closely proximate to the sentence ‘tanirvarsishtha’ etc., as the 
‘first sentence ‘yätë ayadcaya’—the ‘tanirvarsishtha, etc., should be 
“taken along with ‘ yaté rajdgayd,’—then in that case the Mantra should 
“be pronounced exactly as it would be found in the text (7.¢., it should 
“be read as ‘tantérvarshishtha . . . . svāhā ydte rajagaya’), which 
“would be absurd. For this reason, too, the missing factor cannot be 
“supplied out of the Vedic sentence.” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: It is only when the Veda 
has ceased to function towards a certain end, that there can be an occasion 
for the functioning of ordinary sentences; and the functioning of the 
Veda can be believed to have ceased, only after al] effort and attempt to 
find it out has totally failed. 

That is to say, a Vedic sentence can be completed only by supplying 
the missing part from out of a Vedic sentence, and not from out of an 
ordinary sentence ; because the Veda is the only means of knowing Dharma. 
If, however, the most diligent search on our part fails to show us a Vedic 
sentence duly functioning towards the required end, then alone can the 
Veda allow of the completing of its sentence by the help of ordinary 
sentences. And this search proceeds from what is most proximate (to 
the incomplete sentence) to one remote from it. 

For instance, a meaning that is not found in the root is looked for 
in the affix; that which is not found inthe whole word is looked for in 
another word (of the same sentence); that which is not foand in the same 
sentence is looked for in another sentence (of the same context); if again 
it is not found in any such sentence, it is looked for in another context 
altogether. ) 

That is to say, wheu a certain fact as expressed by the root or the 
affix is found to be wanting in a certain factor, then if another meaning 
capable of supplying the missing link is found in the same (root or affix), 
then it is all well and good. If it is not found in the same root or affix, 
then, without being idle, we must look for it in the affix or the root 
(respectively). If, however, it is not found in any of these, then it 
should be looked for in the word preceding or following it immediately. 
Tf it is not found in the immediately proximate word, then it is looked 
for in another word, a step or two removed from the original- word. If 
it is not found in the same sentence, then in the same manner as in 
the case of the word, it should be sought after in other sentences in the 
same context. If not found even there, then it should be looked for 
in other contexts, in the order that they may present themselves. If, 
however, it is not found anywhere in the Veda, then alone can we 
reasonably seek for it in the sentences of ordinary parlance. When not 
found even in these, then we must conclude it to be non-existent; and 
then accepting our notion of incompleteness to be a mistaken one, we 
must accept the Mantra to be complete, just as it is. 

In all cases, when we do not find the missing factor in a sentence 
close to the incomplete sentence, then we can bring it in -from one 
removed from it. But in case one happens to be found mneh nearer, 
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the bringing in of a remote sentence is as unauthoritative as if it were 
non- Vedic. 

Hence in the case in question, the missing factors of the two 
sentences—‘yd@ të rajdgay@’ and ‘yd të haragaya’—not being found 
either in any one word contained in the sentence, or in the sentence itself, 
we conclude that this missing factor must be found in another sentence. 
And just the same factor that is wanted in these sentences is found in 
another sentence, which immediately precedes the one incomplete 
sentence, and is only one step removed from the other—(that is to say, the 
sentence ‘yd të agné ayagaya tanith,’ etc. Though this factor (‘ tanurvar- 
sishtha,’ etc.) having got all that is necessary for it in the first Mantra, 
does not stand in need of the subsequent Mantras, yet inasmuch those 
two Mantras are incomplete without that factor, and not finding any 
thing else mentioned in closer proximity to themselves, they lead the 
person concerned to the following conclusion: ‘Though it was not 
possible for this missing factor to be read but once, and then in close 
proximity to all the three Mantras, and as it is not actually repeated 
over and over again, on account of its being got at by other means,—yet 
it is such that it is distinctly indicated by our purpose or need also,—and as 
such, people should not be led away, by attaching undue significance to 
the fact of proximity, to connect it with one (the first) Mantra only.’ 

Though it is true that the factor, ‘tanih,’ etc., actually precedes the 
Mantra, ‘ Ya të rajdgayd,’ yet it can be supplied only in that place of this 
Mantra where it is actually wanted to complete the sentence. Because 
that sentence appears in the place that it does, only with view to point 
out that it forms part of the next sentence also; and a due consideration 
of its capabilities and its position in the second Mantra is regulated in 
accordance with that in the previous Mantra. The sentence being 
actually mentioned only once, it is absolutely impossible for it to be 
mentioned in that part of the subsequent sentences where it is required ; 
and hence it is mentioned in its due sequential order in connection with 
one Mantra only ; and as for the other two, its indication is just enough 
to show that it forms part of these also. Thus then, being duly compre- 
hended to be so, (1) because it is naturally incapable of occupying any 
other position; (2) because the incomplete sentences themselves do not 
want it in any other place; and (3) because in the case of the first Mantra 
it has been found to be capable of occupying a position at the end of 
the sentence; therefore even in the case of the other two Mantras it is 
only at the end that it is added. 

The author of the Bhashya, however, holds that inasmuch as the factor 
in question is read between the first and second Mantras, it is not expressed 
to which of these two it is more intimately connected ; and hence to hoth 
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of them it must be taken as equally proximately related ; and then he raises 
a doubt as to its connection with the third Mantra, from which it is one 
step further removed ; and iu order to meet this difficulty of intervention 
what the Bhashya does is to take the second and the third Mantras together 
as forming a single composite whole, which removes the difficulty due 
to the intervention of the second Mantra, between the missing sentence 
and the third Mantra; but then there arises the difficulty that in that 
case the missing factor would complete the composite whole (formed 
by the two Mantras), and not both of them separately ; and this is met by 
the declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of being 
employed (at a sacrifice), the missing factor must be connected with each 
part of it; and hence it is concluded that both parts being equally 
predominant, and both being equally incapable of being otherwise com- 
pleted, the whole of the missing factor is to be connected with each of 
them. 

Having arrived at this conclusion, however, the Bhāshya proceeds to 
offer another explanation : ‘ Ap ca sãkaùkshasya sannidhau, etc., —the sense 
of this being that when the missing factor will have been introduced in 
the second Mantra, it would immediately come to precede the third Mantra 
also, and thus there would be no intervention. 

Some people hold that the Bhāshya has mentioned the two explana- 
tions as equally correct, and as such optional. 

But others declare, that not satisfied with the former explanation 
the Bhāshya has offered the second. The reason for the said dissatisfac- 
is as follows :— 

The two sentences have never been composed by any person as a 
single composite whole; and if they were so, we do not see any reason 
why they shonld have been again composed separately. That is to say, 
any two sentences can be taken as one composite whole, (1) either when 
they serve the same purpose, or (2) when they contain the same words. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions 
present. It may be urged that they actually have the same purpose in the 
shape of being completed by the same sentence. But one who brings for- 
ward this argument would evince, on his part, a grand conception of the 
functions of Mantras ! The being completed by a sentence would only con- 
stitute a want on their part,—how could it be an action or purpose of 
theirs? And as the senteuce supplied is only a missing factor, on the sole 
strength of this, it is not proper to speak of the two Mantras as forming one 
composite whole. And when you also subsequently come to acknowledge 
its relationship with each Mantra separately, we do not see how you can 
make a single composite whole of the two Mantras, The assertion that 
they become a composite whole, and then each of them becomes 
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connected with the missing factor, would be as unbridled as the freaks and 
tricks of a single (and favourite) son of the king. And further, in that 
case, because the missing factor precedes the composite whole, it would 
have to be added in the beginning. Nor can it be rightly urged that there 
is no difference between the relative positions of the Mantras with regard 
to the missing factor. Because there is a distinct difference of locality 
which makes a difference in the relative position of the Mantras; for 
instance, we find that the missing sentence is actually found, in the first 
Mantra, in the same place that it is required; while it is not so in the 
other two Mantras. 


For these reasons the only explanation that is reasonable is the 
following :— 

Akaikshd (Want), Sannidhana ( Proximity) and Yogyata (Capability),— 
these three conjointly constitute the ground of relationship, and not 
mere immediate sequence. That which, being one, is yet mentioned 
as related to many things, must be in closer proximity with only one of 
these; and it is not this proximity alone that is accepted as being the 
only ground of relationship. Because even in this case, the relationship 
is based upon all the aforesaid three grounds (and not upon mere 
immediate sequence). What the Proximity does is to give rise to a mis- 
taken notion (as to relationship), ou account of its bringing about an 
idea of its own substrate. And this mistaken notion ceases when 
some other related object is pointed out, conjointly, by Want, Proximity 
and QOapability. Just as the idea of Bhavani being denoted by the 
verbal root ceases on account of the capability of the Bhavana to take 
up the accessories that can never belong to the meaning of the verbal 
root. 

The conclusion arrived at in that case is this: (l) The missing 
factor being mentioued for the sake of all incomplete sentences (in ques- 
tion) ;(2) it being impossible for it to be mentioned in the immediate 
sequence of all of them; and (3) the sentence being one only—it is 
found in close proximity to one of them. Consequently mere immediate 
sequence can be uo ground of relationship. 

By the word ‘sannidhi’ (in the Bhashya) is meant the moving 
about in the mind ; and this is possible when there is immediate sequence 
as well as when there is an intervention. In fact the intervention of 
a word, that is related to the factor to be related is only a sort of 
immediate sequence. Because that which is related to the first would 
(when thus related) be in immediate precedence of the second also; and 
when appearing in the second, it would come to have an immediate 
proximity. to the third also. That is to say, the missing factor required 
by. the Mantra ‘ Ya të rajāçayā ’ not being found in the passages follow- 
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ing it, is looked for in the preceding passage, and is therein found, in 
the form of ‘ taniirvarshistha’ etc; and when attached to this second Mantra, 
it becomes immediately proximate to the third Mantra ‘Ya tē hardgaya,’ 
and thus becomes related to this last also. And beyond this, no other 
Mantra being mentioned, the factor in question rests there. 

Thus then, in all cases, the wants of a sentence, extending both 
backward and forward, takes its stand upon one and thereby becomes 
closely proximate to another sentence; and it goes ou taking in all that 
is required, until it fails to find something capable of being related to it, 
and comes across something altogether incapable of it, And then having 
taken in all that it has extended over, its operation comes to an end. 

Though on account of the Mantras being pronounced one after the 
other, wecome to cognise a proximity and remoteness (in the case of the 
Mantras ‘ y@ të rajāçayā, and ‘y të hardgaya’),—yet the Veda being 
eternal, whether the sentences be proximate or removed, their mutual 
requirement and relationship are always simultaneous (because though 
pronounced one after the other, all words of the Veda are equally eternal, 
and there is no real precedence or sequence in the case of Vedic words) ; 
and hence the mere fact of a sentence appearing subsequently does not 
make any difference in its authoritative character. 

Thus then, the relationship of words in a sentence, and tlint of sentences 
in the context, remain intact, so long as all the intervention that there 
is, is only by such words as (1) are themselves wanting (in a certain 
element), (2) are capable of the same relationship, and (3) are capable 
of making the other sentence also equally proximate (to the factor of 
relationship). 

Says the Bhdshya: Avyuvadhdné viccehédé’pi ;—and the sense of this 
is that when there is no intervention, even though there is no proximity, 
the factor becomes related, so long as the intervention of a sentence 
at a distance is not by means of a word which is contrary to such 
relationship. 

For these reasons Anushaùga is a ‘samapic’—ie., the means of 
completing a sentence (samfpyate anéna itt samiptih = that which 
completes), 


SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA TO ADHI (18). 


Question : The above discussion applies to those cases where a sen- 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There! are cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only a cer- 
tain part of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sen- 
tences to which it could be attached; as for instance we have a series of 
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complete sentences—‘Ortpatistvd pundta,’ ‘Vakpatistva pundtu,’ ‘ Devastva 
savitā punditu’; and at the end of these we find the words ‘ acchidréna 
pavitrena,’ And in this case how would this last be construed ? 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘The concluding words would have become fully satisfied by being 
“construed with the sentence that immediately precedes them; because 
‘all the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be 
“ no reason for admitting of an Anushaùga, ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: If the words formed 
part of the whole of that sentence which precedes them immediately, 
then it could be as assorted above. But as it is, they are found to be 
related only to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as such they cannot but be construed 
with all the three sentences (as all of them contain that same verb). That 
is to say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in 
question become related to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as this verb is 
the same in all the three sentences, the meaning of this verb too 
must be the same in all. Nor can the difference of nominatives—Oziputi, 
Savitr, etc.—make any difference in that meaning as connected with 
Citpati or Vakpati or Savitri or Deva. Nor is the action concerned 
(ie., of purifying) subservient to the instrumentality (of acchidra pavitra) 
whereby it would rest satisfied with its single contact with such instru- 
mentality. Thus then the instrument (acchidrena pavitrena) being subsi- 
diary to the action (Verb: ‘ punatw’), the words denoting the instrument 
will have to be used as often as the verb would be used, just as the fuel is 
used so long as there is cooking. 

The following argument might be urged here: “Though the action of 
purifying is one, yet, that which should be connected with the instrument, is 
the Action which is qualified by that nominative, in connection with whom 
the relationship of the Instrument is found to be mentioned directly. 
For instance, (1) in the Jyotishtoma ‘sacrifice, the cooking in milk is 
found to be spoken of in connection with that Agent who is connected 
with the Maztrdvarunagraha (and not the other grahas mentioned along 
with it); and hence the said cooking is not found to go beyond that which 
is qualified by the Maitravarunugraha; and (2) the nominative ‘ Oztpati’ 
is joined to one ‘pundiu’ only aud uot to all the three. (In the same 
manner, the ‘ acchidréna pavitréna’ would be joined to that pundtu only 
which has for its Nominative ‘ Savitr’ and not all the three).” 
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To the above we make the following reply: The restricted application 
of the aforesaid ‘cooking’ is due to the fact of each graha giving rise 
to a distinct Apirva (Result); and in the case of the second instance 
cited, the nominative ‘Oitpati’ is not construed with all the three 
‘pundiu, simply because of the distinct mention of other nominatives 
(in the shape of Vakpatt and Savitr’). That is to say, inasmuch as the 
repetition of the grahas, such as those of the Aindra, Vdydava, 
Maitrāvaruna, §c., serve to bring about transcendental results, the 
difference among these results restricts the applicability of the ‘cooking. ’ 
In the case in question there is no such restrictive agency. Because, 
as for the Instrument, it is used up in serving the purposes of the 
Action; and hence by means of the expression of the Instrument, 
it is the same action that comes to be expressed over and over again. And 
the action being the same in all the three cases, it stands, in each case, in 
need of a mention of the Instrument. Though the mention of the nomina- 
tive ‘Vdkpat:’ sets aside the nominative character of ‘Cztpati,’ as both 
have exactly the same action of purifying yet, in no case do we find any 
other Instrument that could take the position of the ‘ acchidra pavitra’ and 
oust it out of the sentence. Nor is the Instrument due to the Nomina- 
tive ; and as such, a difference in the Nominative could not necessarily 
make a difference in the Instrument; because all cases of nouns being 
taken up by the verb, they have no relations amongst themselves. 

Objection: “In that case the instrament in question would have 
“to be construed with the word ‘pundtu’ in whichsoever Mantra it might 
“ be found.” 

That does not touch our position: Just as in the case of the Dargapiirna- 
māsa sacrifice certain purificatory rites are laid down in connection with 
the grass therein used (and they are not applied to the grasses used 
in all sacrifices), so in the case in question also, the particular instramen- 
tality mentioned would not belong to any and every ‘pundtu’; all that 
it would mean would be that the instrumentality of the acchidra pavitra 
belongs only to that action of the word ‘ pundtu, which is meant in this 
particular context. And asa matter of fact, we actually perceive that 
this action is the same in all the three Manfras in question, and not 
in any other Mantra; because in other Mantras, the action denoted by 
the word ‘ pundiu’ is the purification of other materials (and not the 
one meant to be purified by means of the three Mantras under consider- 
ation). 

Objection: “ In that case, all the three having the same action, the 
‘ Mantras would become optional alternatives.” 

Reply: True it would be so; but in the absence of an Injunction 
distinctly laying down the number ‘ three’ with the regard to the Mantras 
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to be used,—how do we know that all the three Mantras are to be 
employed conjointly (that is to say, there is nothing incongruous to the 
three Mantras being used alternately). All the three ‘pundtu’ continuing 
in the mind, when the words ‘acchidréna pavitrena’ are pronounced, 
the requisite proximity of these latter with each ‘punātū’ becomes 
quite possible in the case of the three Mantras under consideration ; 
and this could not be said with regard to any other Mantras. 

Thus then, we conclude that though the word ‘ pundtu’ occurs m 
all the three Mantras, yet being (in all cases) taken up by the instrumen- 
tality expressed by the words ‘acchidréna pavitréna’ it is always as 
qualified by that instrumentality that the Verb ‘ pundtu’ comes to be 
wanted (in all the three Mantras). 

That is to say, the words ‘acchidréna pavitréna’ occurring at the 
end of all the repeated Mantras, and having no other refuge, they 
take their refuge in the word ‘ punātu’; then the Verb comes to be 
in the form ‘pundiu acchidréna pavitréna’; and as the word ‘ pundtu’ 
in the sentence immediately preceding these words is the same as that 
in the other two Mantras, at the time that the connection of the action 
< pundtw’ with the instrumentality of ‘acchidrépa pavitréna’ is expressed, 
(and as such the Verb is taken up by that instrumentality), the other 
words of the sentence standing in need of an action, they admit of 
an action as together with the said instrumentality; and hence we 
must admit of the Anushanga of the words in question in all the 
three Mantras. 

When through this Anushatzga the words ‘acchidréna pavitrena’ 
should be repeated with each sentence, if people pronounce the Mantras 
as they are, leaving the relation of the instrumentality to be understood, 
it must be regarded as due to mere idleness. And as we have shown 
above that the missing factor may be found either in the preceding or 
in the following sentences, the assertion of some people—that it is to 
be taken from a preceding sentence only—should be taken only as 
showing how the Anushaùga works in a generality of cases (and it does 
not preclude the possibility, in special cases, of its being taken from the 
following sentences also). 


ADHIKARANA (19). 
[Treating of the absence of Anushanga in cases of interruption. | 


Stra (49) : There is no Anushanga where there is an inter- 
vention (of unconnected words). 


This Adhikarana is brought in simply by way of a counter-instance 
to the functioning of mere Proximity (in the matter of the Anushanga). 
As it is found that where the intervention is by words not connected with 
the factor to be brought in, we do not accept an Anusharga in view of 
the incongruity involved. 

For instance, in the case of the sentences (1) ‘Santé vayurvaténa 
gacchatam,’ (2) ‘Sanjayatratirangani,’ and (3) ‘ Sanyajnapatirdcisha, — 
though the missing factor ‘ gacchataém’ is admitted as forming part of the 
first Mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the 
second, because of the plural number of the noun ‘angdni’ (which would 
take the verb ‘ gacchantam’ and not ‘gacchatém’); and thus the fac- 
tor in question not being equally construable with all the Mantras in 
question, it cannot be taken along with the third Mantra, though the 
nominative in this—‘ yajnapatih’—is in the singular and as such quite 
compatible with the singular of ‘ gacchatam.’ [It is on account of the 
intervention, of the unconnected second Mantra, between (1) and (3), 
that this verb ‘ gacchatém’ is not taken with (3)]. 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and (3) not being found in 
the Veda, we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance; and 
hence in both of these we supply the necessary word from without. 
And though the words ‘gacchantim’ (in the second Mantra) and 
‘gacchatam’ (in the third) are not actually pronounced, yet their exis- 
tence must be admitted; as otherwise the signification of the sentence 
would remain incomplete (for want of a Verb). 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Anushanga. 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words formed 
an Anushanga, they would form a Mantra; and as such any mistakes, ete., 
in the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatory 
rites ; whereas if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a Mantra, and hence any mistakes in pronunciation, etc., are 
not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite. 

To this end it has been declared that—(1) that which is directly 
mentioned in the Veda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of 
an Anushaùga, are counted as having the character of Mantras, where- 
as all sentences of ordinary parlance, being similar to assumed sentences, 
can never be recognised to have the character of Mantras. 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhydyu IT. 
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ADHYAYA II. 
PADA II. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[Treating of Difference in the Apūrvas of Subsidiary sacrifices. | 


Sūtra (1): When there is a different word, there is a different 
karma, because of its being specially qualified. 


In the foregoing introductory chapter we have dealt with all matters 
connected, directly and indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the subject-matter of the Adhydya 
in the shape of the difference among actions on the ground of the 
difference among words, etc. etc. 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most 
clearly the difference among actions. In connection with this we should 
have cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or 
many verbal affixes—such as ‘ yajate,’ ‘ dadūti, ’ ‘juhott,’ ‘ nirvapati, ete. 
The Bhashya has cited only three—‘yajati,’ ‘dadāti’ and ‘yuhoti,’ 
because, inasmuch as all these denote the giving away of something, their 
significations are all akin, and as such they naturally appear to have 
identical meanings. 

And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Purvapaksha 
introduced in the Bhashya, it seems as if the doubt on the point in 
question should also have been expressed in three ways. s 
These are:—(1) Do the three Bhävanãđs—denoted by the three w’ rds 
(yajatt, &c.)—bring about a single Apurva, or three distinct Api '7vas? 
(2) Do the three denotations of the three roots qualify a single Bhi '¥4n@, 
or three distinct Bhdvands? (3) Do the three roots denote a single < object 
or three distinct objects ? i 

The Bhashya uses the word ‘karya’ equally with regard td the 
Apirva, the Bhavana and the object denoted by the roots, because er: ach of 
these is equally helped by something else ; inasmuch as (a) the B} fhavana 
serves to produce the Apirva, (b) the denotation of the root qualif ‘ies the 
Bhavana, and (¢) the root expresses the denotation of the root; jand as 
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such these latter three are spoken of as ‘helps’ to the former three 
respectively. 

The ground of doubt is this : We find that things exert their caugal 
efficiency in two ways, viz., singly and collectively; and, consequently, 
whenever we find certain objects actiug, there naturally arises a doubt 
as to the character of the object themselves. 

Asa matter of fact, however, there is only one doubt in connection 
with this subject: In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 
Bhavana as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a distinct 
Bhavana for the denotation of each root? What the word ‘ karma’ (in the 
Sutra) denotes is the Bhivand as qualified by the denotation of the root. 
And it is the Bhavana that would be differentiated by means of different 
words, etc. As for the Apérva, inasmuch as it is not directly ex- 
pressed by the words in question, and as it follows in the wake of the 
action itself, it cannot form a subject of separate treatment. Though 
the “unity of three root-meanings” spoken of in the Bhashya is not 
possible in the case of all root-meanings, yet it might be mentioned, 
somehow or other, in connection with the roots ‘ yajt,’ etc., in question ; 
bat in the case of these, though it may be possible, yet much stress 
should not be laid upon this unity. Thus then the root-meanings being 
really different, there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in the mind 
of the Pérvapakshi, viz., Is the Bhavana mentioned as subservient to the root- 
meaning, and as such does it end with each Root-meaning ? or are Root- 
meanings subservient to the Bhavani, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“It 18 congointly that the Root-meanings qualify the Bhdvand. 
‘‘Tuasmuch as the Bhashya often uses the word ‘samuddya’ (‘combin- 
‘‘ation’)—as in the sentences, ‘ samuddyaccikirshitah,’ ‘samuddyadékam- 
“ apūrvam,’ ‘na cagabdah samudayah, etc.—and as it speaks of the Apūr- 
“va as one only, it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed 
“ was that a single Aptirva follows from all the three Bhavanis. And in 
“ support of this idea the Bhashya brings forward the following arguments: 
“ In the first instance, that which is not seen is concluded to be non est; 
“and also so long as (in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears 
“no incompatibility in what is actually seen (with what is spoken of), 
“it is concluded that the unseen does not exist; it is only when there: 
“is a contradiction between the seen and the spoken, that we can rightly 
“assume the existence of the unseen ; and hence, when the contradiction 
“is removed by the assumption of only one such unseen factor, there 
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“ need be no assumption of many such factors. It is witha view to this 
“ that it has been declared : ‘When there is a contradiction, then alone 
“can an unseen factor be assumed, whereby the seen or the heard would 
“become supported.’ And under the circumstances if there were no 
“ difference—ou the ground of simplicity—between the assumption of one 
“and that of many factors, then we might go on assuming many factors ; 
“but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive such a difference ; hence it must 
“be admitted that a single unseen ‘ Apirva’ follows from the combination 
“of the three Bhdvands.” [Thus is Purvapaksha A. | 

This statement of the Parvapaksha, however, is open to the following 
objection : ‘What is that word that has laid down the Combination of 
Bhavanas, wherefrom the single Apurva would follow?’ And in view of 
this objection the Bhashya states the Paurvapaksha somewhat differently as 
follows :— 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


Says the Bhashya: “Atha vā yajetaty8tasya purvo bhāgo, etc. And 
“ the sense of this is that the words denote a single Bhavana as qualified 
“by the denotations of the three roots. In support of this we have the 
“ following arguments: Inasmuch as (in all verbs) it is the denotation 
“of the Affix (which is the Bhavana) that is the predominant factor, 
“it cannot, as such, be different with each Root; inasmuch as the Root- 
‘‘meanings are spoken of as subservient to that denotation of the Affix, 
“they must be taken as collectively (qualifying it). That is to say, 
“if, in the case of verbs, the Root-meanings formed the predominant 
“ factors, then alone would the Bhdvand be subservient to them, and 
“as such would be different with each Root-meaning; as a matter of 
“ fact, however, in all verbs, predominance belongs to the Bhavana ; 
“ and specially as the Root and the Affix are both parts of the denotation 
“of the Affix (7.e., the Bhavand), it must be admitted that the Qucrifice 
“ (denoted by the root ‘ yay’ in ‘yajgati’), the gift (denoted by the root 
‘““¢da’ in the word ‘daddé’), and the iébation (denoted by the root 
“< ha’ in ‘ guhote’), all conjointly qualify a single Bhavana; just as in the 
“ case of the sentence ‘ Arunayd pingdkshya ékahdyanyad gavā somam krīnāti,’ 
“all the adjectives mentioned conjointly qualify the cow. Then (as to 
“why, if the Bhdvan@ meant is only one, there are three distinct 
“ affixes, along with the three words ‘ yajati,’ efc.), though it is not 
“ possible for the principal object to be repeated with each of its 
“ subsidiaries (qualifications), yet, inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible 
“for the Root by itself or the Affix by itself to be used in a sentence, it 
“becomes necessary for us to repeat the Affix with each root, at least 
“‘ with a view to making the use of the root possible (as without an affix 
“the root could not be used, and a use of the root s necessary, as 
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“pointing out the qualifications of the Bhavana). If we met with the 
“affix alone, as we do with ‘ Krindtz’ (in the sentence before quoted), 
“then, though pronounced but once, it would become connected with 
“all the roots, just as the verb ‘krināti’ becomes connected with all 
“the adjectives, ‘arunaya’ and the rest. But as the Affix by itself 
“could never form a word, no such can ever be met with; and it has 
“to be repeated. And we have often met with instances where there are 
“ repetitions for the sake of the connection of different qualifications, e.g., 
“< ayuryajnéna kalpatam ’ and ‘ prdno yajnena kalpatam’; and again ‘Dadhna 
“ guhoti’ and ‘ payasd juhott’ ;—‘ Aindravayavam grhnati’ and ‘ maitravaru- 
“nam grhnati,’ and so forth. We even find a repetition of the same action, 
“ for instance, the ‘ Jyotishfoma’ is performed many times over, with a 
“ view to connect it with the various Deities laid down in connection 
“ with it. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as all the verbs concerned serve the single 
“ purpose (of denoting the Bhavana), all of them—‘ yajdii,’ ‘dadatz,' 
“and ‘*7uhoft ’"—must be taken as forming a single sentence; and thus the 
“ Action being one, the resultant Apiirva must be one only.” 

It is only this second statement of the Pérvapaksha that is the correct 
one; and not the former one, which was based upon a combination of all the 
Bhavanis. Because (1) when the Bhdvands are distinct, their results, 
the Apiirvas, must necessarily be many; and (2) because the Bhāvanäs 
could not be taken as forming a single collective whole, unless they be 
expressed by a single word, 

That is to say, (1) if the Pérvapakshi admits the Bhūvanās to 
be distinct, then, inasmuch as this distinctness could not be possible 
without their resultant Apirvas also being distinct, he would have to 
admit these latter also to be distinct and many; and then what useful 
purpose could be served by the statement of the Parvapaksha?P (2) And we 
can admit of a collective whole being formed of many individuals, only 
under two conditions, viz.: (a) when we find that many are spoken of, subse- 
quently, by a single name; e.g., having laid down three sacrifices, the 
Veda concludes with ‘one who performs this Paurzamdsi sacrifice, eto., 
where we find the single name ‘ Paurnamdas:’ applied to the previously 
enjoined three sacrifices ; and (b) when many actions are found to conjointly 
lead to a single result; e.g., ‘one should offer the Räjasūya if he desires 
the Kingdom of Heaven,’ where the name ‘Rājasūya’ is given to 
a number of sacrifices, which together lead to the specified result. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions ; 
and as such we cannot admit of a single collective whole being made up 
of the three Bhavandas. 

Odjection: “But we do meet with the sentence ‘jyotsshfoména,’ etc. 
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“from which it is clear that a single composite whole is formed by the 
<‘ yajati, ete.” 

Reply: But it.is not so; because the word ‘Jyotishtoma’ identifies 
itself only with the root ‘yaşi’ (to sacrifice); and ar such it would 
point to the sacrifices only. 

For these reasons the former representation of the Pérvapaksha 
is not tenable. 

We have therefore to interpret the portion of the Bhashya that 
appears to be a statement of the previous Pirvapaksha, in the following 
manner :— 

The Péarvapaksha comes to be this: “The Action laid down by the 
“three sentences is one only, but variously coloured, like the rainbow, 
“by the denotations of the three roots; and in support of this the 
“following arguments have been brought forward: If we accept this 
“conclusion then it is necessary to make but a slight assumption of 
“the unseen factor, If the actions are held to be different, then it 
“would be necessary toassume many unseen factors, for which there 
“ could not be the least justification. For these reasons ‘ a single composite 
“işs meant to be expressed, —-by which it is meant that there are many 
“ parts of a single Action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
““*yaséta,’ the first part ‘yajz’ signifies the sacrifice, and the second part 
“ signifies the Bhdvand, and so forth. Some people seem to think that the 
‘expression ‘atha vā’ in the Bhashya is a mistaken reading. But it could 
“ be very well explained in the following manner: The Bhashya has brought 
“forward two sets of arguments in favour of the Parvapaksha; having 
“ explained the first of these, im the shape of the advantage of assuming 
“less of the unseen than what is necessary in the other theory, it is only 
“right that it should introduce the second by ‘atha vā’ (‘ or, secondly ’). 
“That is to say, the sense of the Bhashya comes to be this: It is not 
“necessary for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other theory, of 
‘having to assume much more of the unseen element; as it is by means 
“of the words themselves that we shall prove thy Bhavana to be one only. 
“ And it proceeds to do this by showing that though the first parts of the 
‘verbs differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have 
“tho same affix, their denotations are identical. This is what is meant 
“by the sentence (in the Bhashya): ‘tathd dadātīti piirvo dadatyartham 
“ uttarastaméva bhdvayédit:.’ The latter portion of this seems at first 
“sight to mean that the second part shows that the object of the Bhavana 
“as the Rodt-meaning ; but this is not what is meant; because it has been 
“shown that in all cases that which is denoted by the Root can never 
“be the object of the Bhavani; and also because any such assertion 
“could never be of any use to the Pérvapakshi. In the same manner 
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“it sannot be said that the Root-meaning is described by the second 
‘“‘part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence as follows : 
“In the word ‘dadati,’ the first part (the root ‘d@’) signifies to give ; 
“and the second part (the affix) serves to describe that—Bhavand—which 
“ bas been previously denoted by the affix in ‘ yajéta,'"—the only purpose 
‘of this descriptive reiteration by ‘ daddtz,’ of the previously denoted Bha- 
“vanā being the connecting of the said Bhavana with the denotation of a 
“root other than the former (‘yajz’). The same may be said with regard 
“to the word ‘ juhoti’ also. That such is the sense of the Bhdshya 
“is also shown by the fact that in connection with the word ‘ yajéta,’ 
“the Bhashya does not make use of the word ‘ anuvadati’ (describes), 
“the only reason whereof being that in this case there is no Bhavana, 
‘‘ previously expressed, that could be described (by the affix in ‘ yajéta’), 
“If the Bhashya had meant the denotation of the Root to be the object 
“of the Bhavana, then this would apply to tho first verb, as well as to the 
“other two (and thus there could be no difference in the way of 
“explaining the signification of the three verbs); and the Bhashya could 
“not have left off the first verb (‘yajéta’) and made the declaration 
“(of the root denotation being the object of the Bhdavund) with regard 
“to the last two only, Consequently we must take the Bhashya only as 
“ pointing to the singleness of the Bhavand. Thus then, there is a single 
Bhavana, and a single Action, in the case in question. 

“The Bhashya passage—‘ Yadva yajatigabdena vihitam, etc.,—must 
“be taken as pointing out the fact of the meaning of all the three roots 
“in question being the same, because in all three we have the common 
“factor of giving up one’s possession. Even if, for purposes of taking the 
“verbs ‘dadāti’ and ‘juhoti’ as merely descriptive of ‘ yajéta,’ we have 
“to have recourse to indirect indication (by those two words),—then 
“ too, this would be far more reasonable than the assumption of many 
* unseen factors, which would be necessary, in case we took the three words 
‘(aa expressing three distinct actions. Specially as in descriptions, the 
“ process of indirect indication is not objectionable, because the purpose 
“ofthe ‘ description’ is to lay down a particular accessory. For in- 
& stance, in the case of the sentence (‘Gtreyaya hiranyam dadatc’), the 
“ first sentence lays down the action of giving, the gold as the object to 
“be given, and Atreya as the person to whom it is to be given ; and what 
“ the following sentence does is simply to lay down the ‘Dakshind’ as the 
‘s object to be given away. It might be urged that ‘ Dakshina’ being 
“the name (of a sacrifice) it could not be taken only as laying down 
“an accessory detail: (the object to be given away). But the reply to 
“ this is that the word can be taken as a name, only if we accept the 
“ sentence, in which it occurs, to. be an injunction of a certain action. 
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“ As a matter of fact, however, we hold it to be only ‘descriptive’ of what 
“has gone before; and hence, as otherwise the sentence would become 
“absolutely meaningless, we must admit it to be the injunction of an 
“accessory detail. Thus, then, it must be admitted that it is with refer-- 
“ ence to the denotations of the verbs ‘ yajatz,’ ‘ dadāti, and ‘juhoti,’ that 
“the Bhashya has declared ‘&kam kdryam,’ which only means that the 
“ signification of the roots is one only; and hence, in accordance with 
“the maxim that ‘anything besides a certain object must be for its sake, 
“we conclude that the roots imply a single Apirva and the verbs denote 
“ different actions.” 
SIDDHANTA. 
To all that has been urged above, we make the following reply :— 


Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the Roots, 
we must conclude that the Bhavana also is distinct in each case. And 
when a Bhdvand has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one 
Root, it is not possible for the same Bhavana to be subsequently qualified 
by others as well. 

That is to say, though the word denoting the Bhdvand is one only, 
and its denotation—the Bhavand—forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever there is a difference in the qualifying Root-denotation, the 
Bhavan@ must be admitted to be distinct also. Nor is it possible for 
three Root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhavana. Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhavana); and also 
because each of them 1s expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a single Root-denotation to include 
within itself three Root-denotations ; and it is not possible for three 
Roots, independent of one another, to be laid down, in a single word» 
for the sake of any Affix; because in the matter of the adapting of affixes 
Panini nses the word ‘dđhātōh’ (III-i-91), where great significance 
attaches to the singular number (and this shows that in one word one 
root can be adapted to only one affix). Nor is it possible for the three’ 
verbs to form a single sentence; as they do not serve the same purpose, 
they do not appear incomplete on being separated (and as such they 
do not fulfill the conditions of syntactial unity); and it is not possible 
to make a single sentence out of them, by assuming a single Apirva 
(as following from them); because such an assumption has been negatived 
under Sdtra II-i-47, and also because the difference or non-difference 
among Actions is not dependent upon a difference or non-difference 
among Apirvas; as a matter of fact it is quite to the contrary (i.¢., the 
difference or non-difference of Apiirvas depending upon that of Actions). 

And further, if it were possible for the Bhavana by itself to be 
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expressed by any word, then alone could it be possible for it to be 
referred to by the other verbs, and to be referred to and simultaneously 
qualified by the denotations of the three roots, viz., the Sacrifice, the 
Gift, and the Libation, like what we find to be the case when a single 
cow is qualified by many adjectives ‘red,’ etc., occurring in the same 
sentence, or when the action of Homa is qualified by many materials 
‘Dadhi’ and the rest, mentioned in many sentences. As a matter of 
fact, however, we never find the Bhdvand by itself to be even expressed 
(by the Affix) apart (from the Root); and hence we must conclude 
that in the case in question, the Bhavana must be brought about either 
by one, or by all, of the verbs (‘dadat,’ ctc.). Then, if it be held to be 
brought about by all of them, then, inasmuch as there could be no bringing 
about of that which would have been once brought about by one (word— 
‘ dadati’), we could not but admit each of these verbs to express different 
actions. If,on the other hand, the Bhaivan& were held to be brought 
about by only one of the three verbs,—then, there being no reason in 
favour of any particular word, it could not be ascertained by which 
one of them it is brought about; and it would be taken as brought 
about by any one of the three; aud under the circumstances, it could not 
be qualitied by any root other than that which occurs in the word denoting 
it. And further the Bhavana, having primarily appeared in connection 
with one root-denotation, this denotation, as based upon Direct Denota- 
tion, would be the most authoritative of all, and as such it would never 
admit of any optional alternative qualifications in the shape of the 
denotations of other Roots, Aud then, these other Roots having been set 
aside from that Bhavana, they must come to qualify distinct Bhivanas 
of their own, signified by the words in which they themselves occur. Thus 
then we find that in the case of each of these Bhavands, the qualification 
by means of the Root-denotation mentioned in the same word as the 
Bhāvanä would be such as is inborn (or natural) to them, and based upon 
direct denotation (of the word); whereas a qualification by the denota- 
tions of other roots could, at best, be something extrinsic, and would be 
based upon the exigencies of syntax and the context (and as such the 
former would be by far the most authoritative process). For instance, 
if the word ‘dad@t¢’ would attend upon the Bhāvanā bound up with 
the word ‘yajat/,’ then as the Bhāvanā would not be mentioned in the 
same sentence) as the word ‘dadaii’ itself) and as it would be following 
in the wake of an altogether different word (‘ yajati’), it could get at 
that Bhavané only through the peculiarities of the context or the 
syntax. And so also with the other words ‘ yājati, and the rest. 

Question: “When the Bhavana would be mentioned by the word 
“< dadati,’ it would be directly recognised as the same (as that which 
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‘ was previously expressed by the word ‘ yajati’); and as such it is not 
“right to assert that the relationship of the word ‘dadāti’ with that 
“ Bhavana would depend upon the syntax and the context.” 

Answer: Who is there among the upholders of the theory of the 
Actions being different, that does not accept a generic unity C. Ba Bs a class ` 
woall regard ‘ Bhavana’ to be one only; just as the class ‘cow’ is one, 
though it is the individual cows and the individual Bhavanas that are 
different and many). 

Question: “ But in the case in question, there is no ground for 
“holding a multiplicity of Individual Bhavanis.” 

Answer: How do you say that there is no ground, when, as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that the Bhavana is distinctly recognised 
as different with each word, on account of the presence of different Roots P 

Question: “Just as in the case of words, we hold their apparent 
“difference to be due to attendant accessories, and not real, so in the 
“same manner, the apparent difference in Bhavands also may not be 
“ real (but only due to accessories ).” 

Answer: It is not so; because even in the case of words, there is 
no one who does not accept, to be real, the differences of ‘ga’ and the 
other letters; in the same manner, in the case in question also, the 
difference among the Bhdvands having been established by the difference 
among the Root-denotations, ‘Sacrifice, etc., we come to think of all 
Bhdvands as one under the class ‘ Performance’; just as we think of all 
words as one under the class ‘Cubdatcoa.’ Then again, in the case of 
the word, we have such agencies as those of sound and the like, which, 
being distinct from the Word itself, make unreal any such distinctions 
of words as into the ‘Short,’ etc.; whereas in the case in question, the 
sacrifice, etc, (which are signified by a part of the same word as the 
Bhdvand) are neither removed nor totally distinct from the Bhāvanā itself ; 
and as such the distinctions based upon those (sacrifice, etc.) cannot be 
said to be unreal. 

For these reasons the actions expressed by the three verbs must 
be held to be different. In support of this we have the following: When 
a piece of rock-crystal has been spoken of as red, the mention of ‘black’ 
could not but be taken as referring to another piece of crystal; in the 
same manner, when one word has spoken of the Bha@vand& as connected 
with one Root-denotation, the mention of other Roots could not but 
be taken as referring to other Bhadvands. 

Further, with regard to the denotation of the Root and the Affix, 
there is always a definite order,—based upon grammatical rules as also 
upon actual usage,—in which they appear; and hence when the com- 
prehender will have been taken up by the denotation of the Root which 
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appears first, the Affix coming in after this, it could not but signify its 
object as connected (with the denotation of the Root), It is for this 
reason that we never come across the pure denotation of the Affix by itself. 
It has also been declared that ‘the terminations, Accusative, etc. 
appearing from out of nouns, always show that the denotation of the noun 
as their qualifier. ' 

Says the Bhishya: ‘ Prayogavakyageshabhavéna hi samudayasya satia- 
sambandhah’ (the collective whole is believed to exist only-on account 
of the supposed Directive Sentence that recapitulates all the subsi- 
diaries as belonging to a single Primary). The sense of this is this: 
The opponent has based his declaration of the Bhāranā being qualified 
by the three Root-denotations collectively, on the sole ground of the 
assumption of a single Apirva. And it is a well-known fact that 
an Apūiva is assumed only with a view to rationalise the connection 
between » certain Action and a certain remote Result; and it is also 
known that it is only when the sentences laying down the subsidiaries 
are all taken along with a single supposed Directive Injunction, that 
they become connected with the particular result with which, by them- 
selves, they have no connection at all. And what the supposed Directive 
Injunction does is to take in only those Actions whose particular forms 
have been duly ascertained; and thus when once the distinct form of 
each of the Actions has been ascertainod, they come to be recognised as 
distinct from one another; and then it is not possible for them to be 
unified into one composite whole. 

Nor again, in the case of the words ‘dadati’ and ‘ juhoti’ do we find 
them forming part of any supposed Directive Injunction, because the 
only such injunction that we have is ‘ yagéta svargakiimah’; and this 
mentions the ‘ yaga’ (sacrifie) only. Nor can the word ‘yäāga’ be said 
to indirectly indicate the ‘Dana’ and the ‘Homa,’ because that would 
entail the word ‘ yāga’ renouncing its own signification ; for if the word 
‘ydga’ were to signify the ‘sacrificing’ and at the sume time indicate 
the ‘giving,’ then we would have the absurdity of Direct Denotation 
appearing simultaneously with Indirect Indication, For these 1easons 
there can be no reasonable assumption of any combination. 

Thus, then, the fact of the roots being different making the words 
themselves different, it is cognised that the Bhavana is qualified (by the 
Root-Denotation). And this cognition is not found to be sublated by 
any other cognition. Nor again can the denotations of all the three 
Roots be said to be identical, because while ‘yāga’ means the mere 
giving up of one’s own ownership, ‘Homa’ means this giving up plus the 
action of pouring into fire; and ‘Dana’ means the creation of the ownership 
of another person over and above the giving up of one’sown. Nor can it be 
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held that ‘Dana’ and ‘ Homa’ indicate the mere giving up of one’s own 
ownership; because the Direct Significations of the words are quite 
compatible with the sentences in which they occur (and as such there 
can be no ground for having recourse to Indirect Indication), 

Nobody knows of any such material as the ‘ Dakshindni,’ and hence 
on account of the word occurring along with ‘juhoti’ (which denotes 
the action of Libation), we must accept it to be the name of an Action. 
And then, with a view to avoid the sentence becoming absolutely meaning- 
less, we accept the Homa to be enjoined by the word ‘juhoti.’ 

In the case of ‘daddati,’ if it were taken as laying down a material 
with reference to the ‘yd@ga,’ then, inasmuch as it would be necessary 
for the sentence containing that word to express the relationship of the 
giving with the given,—the gold and the person Aéréya (as the recipient ),— 
there would result a syntactical split; and hence in this case the difference 
of the action of ‘Dana’ from that of ‘ Yaga’ would be based upon the 
difference of the accessory materials, and not on that of mere difference 
in words (which is what is meant to be exemplified here); and hence 
we should cite as example another ‘ dadatz’ (2.e.,, other than the one occur- 
ring in the sentence cited in the Bhashya),—which would have either 
only one accessory material, or none at all. 


I ig agp is et Nat et a yet 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the difference in the Apūrvas of the Samit and other sacrifices. } 


Siitra (2): The repetition of the same word also (is a means 
of differentiation); because if there were no such specification, 
the repetition would be useless. 


After the Adhikarana treating of the differentiation of actions 
by means of different words, what comes in the mind foremost is the 
idea that ‘there can be no such differentiation when the same word 
is repeated’; and hence it is that the Bhashya now introduces tig 
Adhikarana with this Pūrvapaksha. 

Having quoted the sentences—‘ samidho yajati,; ‘tanūünapātam yoiati,’ 
ctc.,— what the Bhāshya does is to leave aside the words ‘ samidhah’ and 
‘tanunapatam,’ etc., and then to put forward the question: “ The word 
‘yajatt’ is found to be mentioned five times; and does it all express a 
single action, or do the five express five distinct actions ? ” 

This way of putting the question, however, is objected to by some 
people, as follows: ‘The words ‘samit,’ ete., could be taken either as 
“names of actions, or as expressing accessories of actions; and as these 
“two facts would duly differentiate the actions laid down by the sen- 
“ tences in question, the mere repetition of the ‘ yajati’ would have nothing 
“to do with that differentiation. There are six means available for the 
“differentiation of actions; aud each of these should be shown distinctly 
“as functioning in due accordance with the special capability of each; 
“ consequently in the case in question, so long as we have not set aside 
“the capability of the Accessory and the Name to differentiate actions, 
“it is not possible for the Repetition to have any influence in the matter, 
“which rightly lies within the jurisdiction of others. And hence, we 
“should cite another example, As a matter of fact, however, no such 
‘* example is possible, because, in the whole Veda, a verb is never used alone 
“by itself; and whenever a noun happens to be used, it must be either 
“as a Name or as an Accessory; and so there would be nothing in the 
“way of differentiation left to be done by the Verb. For instance, 
“in the case of all such sentences as ‘aindravayavam grhnati’ and 
“the like, we find that the Actions mentioned in them differ from one 
“ another, on account of the fact of each of those Actions being intimately 
“connected with a distinct Accessory of its own. And in the case of 
“such sentences as ‘bhinn® juhoti,’ ‘skanné juhott,’ and the like, as 
“each of the Actions is mentioned in connection with a distinct occasion, 
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“they are regarded as different from one another, as shown under Sūtra 
“ TJ—iii—25: And in this case, as each ‘7 hot?’ serves the purpose of con- 
“ necting the action of Homa with each particular occasion, it cannot be said 
“to be useless ; and as such, it cannot be the means of differentiating the 
“ Actions concerned. Some people quote, as an example (of the differ- 
“entiation by Repetition), the sentences ‘ Pancagdradiyéshu tan paryagni- 
“krian, tan paryagnikrtan,’ ete., but they lose sight of the fact that the 
“repetition in this case is merely descriptive of the same Primary Action 
“(and as such no differentiation is possible); nor do we find in these 
“sentences the word ‘yajuti,” a repetition of which would express a 
“difference among the Actions. And hence we conclude that no example 
“of differentiation by Repetition is available,” 

We base our reply to the above side-objection to the Bha@shya, on the 
very sentences that have been quoted by the Bhashya. Asa rule, when- 
ever a Noun appears in connection witha Verb, it is almost always sub- 
servient to this latter; and hence it is the Verb, as the predominant factor, 
to which belongs the capability of expressing the difference or non- 
difference (of Actions). That is to say, those nouns that express an object 
of predication are subservient to the Verb, and as such, always following 
in its wake, they stand in need of the functioning of the Verb. Hence 
when the Verb has entered into the Primary Action, the noun also 
becomes either a name of the same Action, or mentions an Accessory 
for it; and if the Verb points to an Apiirva, then the noun also belongs 
to that Apérva; and thus the difference or non-difference of Actions 
having been duly recognised (by means of the Verb), the words ‘Samit’ 
and the rest, coming in subsequently, become useless and indifferent 
(as regards the pointing out of the said difference or non-difference) ; 
and it is for this reason that we leave aside these words, and take into 
consideration the Verb only. 

Question : “In that case, (1) the Name, and (2) the Accessory would 
“ never be the means of the differentiation of Actions.” 

Answer: Certainly they would serve the purposes of this differentia- 
tion, in cases where the Verb does not operate (towards it); the examples 
of such cases, to be cited later on, are (1) ‘athaisha jyotih, etc.’ and (2) 
‘yajibhyo vajinam, etc,’ [in (1) the differentiation being due to the nume 
and in (2) to the accessories]. In the latter sentence we do not find any 
verb ; and in the former, though we do find a verb, yet, inasmuch as it is 
possible for it to become related to the Primary Action by way of serving 
to point out the connection of the particular Result with the particular 
Accessory,—the differentiation required will have been done by the 
names ‘jyotth, etc, which have a prior operation. Even in a case where 
the force of the verb makes its connection with the Primary Action impos- 
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sible, there is laid down an Accessory not otherwise possible; and in this 
case too the differentiation is done by the Accessory; as it will be shown 
(in the Adhikarana dealing with the Accessory as the means of differentia- 
tion), by the Bhashya after accepting the facts brought forward by the 
opponent—‘ this connection of the Deity and the Sacrifice being enjoined 
etc., etc., etc.’ (the sense of which is that the sacrifice having been enjoined 
in a previous sentence, what the repetition of the same does is to point out 
its connection with an Accessory, in the shape of the Deity). But a 
differentiation by the Accessory is possible, only when the Verb is found 
to have lost its differentiative potency ; and hence it is only right that 
first of all we should consider the Verb (as the menns of differentiation). 
The Bhashya puts forward the question in the form—‘ kimekamapir- 
vam ?’;—and this implies the question of the difference or non-difference of 
the Actions; or it may be taken as “does the word ‘ yajatz,’ repeated fivetimes, 
lay down one Action and one ‘ Apiirva,’ or five Actions and five Apirvas ?” 


And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“They indicate only one Aptirva; because, as shown in the previous 
“ Adhikarana, though the signification of the affix be the same, yet a 
“ difference in the Roots serves to differentiate the Actions ; when, however, 
“the Root also is the same, what would be there to point out the Actions 
‘‘to be different ? 

“Further, on the utterance of the first sentence —‘ samidho yazuti '— 
“an idea of the Action ‘ ydga’ presents itself to the mind; and hence when 
‘the same Verb is pronounced again, the Action denoted by this is at 
“ once recognised as the same that had previously come to the mind; and 
“as such the repetition does not point out any difference in the Action. 

“That is to say, when the word ‘yajatt’ has been once directly 
“heard, if it happens to be pronounced again, it is at once recognised 
“as the same word that had been previously heard, and no difference is 
“ perceived between the two words; so also in the case of its denotation 
“(which being comprehended once is always recognised to be the same, 
“ whenever that word is uttered). And in the case in question, all that the 
“second ‘yajate’, though directly heard, does is to express over again that 
“same Action of yaga which has already been cognised (by means of the 
“first ‘yajatt’); and though, as such, it becomes redundant, yet it 
“cannot make the two ‘ yajati’s’ distinct words ; and in the same manner, a 
“repetition of the word, even though becoming otherwise superfluous, 
“could not make the meaning of one ‘ yajatt’ different from that of the 
“other. For certainly ‘superfluousness’ (like Inconsistency) is not a 
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“means of right knowledge. Only that which the Veda lays down 
“should be accepted as the authoritative means of knowledge, by people 
“taking their stand upon the authority of the Veda, And in the case 
‘in question, we find that the Veda, ın using the same word ‘ yajats,’ 
“ distinctly points to a non-difference between the Actions; and hence 
“he who would hold them to be different, would be going against the 
‘authority of the Veda itself. And as a matter of fact, there is 
* nothing wrong in the admitting of the superfiuousness of certain words, 
“if such superfluousness happen to be necessitated by a higher authority. 


“But we have the following ways of avoiding the said superfluous- 
ness :— 

(1) The word ‘yujatt’ as repeated in the second and the following 
“ sentences, being touched by the supposed Directive Injunction dealing 
‘(with the Primary Action together with all its subsidiaries, could be 
‘taken as not affording any meaning, but only as laid down for the sole 
“ purpose of being verbally repeated. (And in this way there would be 
“no repeated mention of the Action of ‘yaga’). 

“(2) The repetition may be taken as only serving to emphasise the 
“same fact. We actually find that in ordinary parlance, people go on 
“repeating certain words (by way of emphasising)—even more than 
“twice—until the idea meant to be conveyed by them is fully compre- 
“hended by the person to whom the words are addressed. So also, in the 
“scriptures, we find, in course of the story of ‘ Pancendra,’ that the old 
“ spinster asks for a hushand five times. And though in the case of this 
“story, the person to whom the request was preferred was a Deity 
“ (Indra) capable of playing pranks (whereby he gave the spinster 
“five husbands, taking her repeated requests as distinct demands),— 
“yet, in the case in question, we have no such playful person to deal 
“with; and hence we cannot take the five repetitions of the word ‘ yajati’ 
“as denoting five distinct sacritices. 

“(3) The Injunction of the Action being accepted to reside in all 
“the five utterances of the word ‘yajati,’ the Action enjoined comes to 
“be one only; just as though we find the injunction of the ‘ Jyotishtoma’ 
“in many Vedic Rescensions, yet we accept the ‘ Jyotistoma’ itself to be 
“ one sacrifice only. Thus then, as when many words have the same mean- 
“ing, they come to be taken as optional alternatives, so we conclude that it 
“ is the same sacrifice that is enjoined, at one time, by the sentence ‘ samidho 
“yajati, and at another by the sentence ‘tanznapatam yajati.. And 
“(in the case of optional alternatives, there can be no superfluousness 
“in the matter, which could lead us to take them as expressing distinct 
“ Actions; because) when we find the Vrihi and the Yava serving the 
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“same purpose, we do not accept one of them to be useless, and as such 
“serving an altogether different purpose. 

“(4) The subsequent sentences may be taken as laying down distinct 
“ Deities—‘ Taniinapét’ and the rest—for the sacrifice; and thus too, 
“the repetition would not be useless. If the second ‘ yajatc’ enjoined 
“an Action, then alone could the word ‘ tanénapat’ be taken as the Name 
“of the Action; as a matter of fact, however, the second ‘yajatz’ only 
‘refers to the same sacrifice that has been expressed by the first ‘ yayati’ ; 
“and as such the word ‘ taniinapdat’ cannot be a Name ; it must be taken 
“as laying down an Accessory (Deity) for the same sacrifice. And thus 
‘* too, the repetitions cannot be taken as pointing out different actions, 

“And further, as a matter of fact, the same word or object, 
“even when appearing in places far apart, is always recognised 
“as the same; and in this case it cannot be said that they are different ; 
“ just as when a man returns home after a long absence, and recognises 
“his people to be the same as those he left behind him, they are not 
“taken to be other than these. And when such is the case when they 
“ occur in distant places, how could it be otherwise in the case in question 
“when the two sentences occurring close together, the impressions pro- 
‘duced by them are still present in the mind while the second is uttered. 

“If there were a distinct mcaning each time that the word were 
“ pronounced, then the denotation of each word would consist of ever- 
“changing individuals (and not of an eternal class, as held by the 
Mimansaka),. 

‘‘And further, in the case of the sentences in question there is no 
“such thing as the class ‘Sacrifice’ as apart from the Individual Sacri- 
“fices, just as there is no class ‘gatva’ apart from the individual 
“letter ‘ga’); and thus the word ‘ yāga’ being restricted to an individual 
“ Sacrifice, how could there be a different action (expressed by the word 
‘‘*yajuti’ in the second sentence for instance)? That is to say, 
“even though with a view to justify the repetition of the word, the 
“sacrifice might be performed five times over, yet the Action would be 
‘one and one only; as we find that, though the Jyotishfoma is performed 
‘‘ thrice, yet it is admitted to be a single Action (though in the case of this 
“latter we have a distinct Injunction of its being performed thrice). 
“ In the case in question, however, we have no such ground for repeating 
“the performance; because all that the repetition of the word ‘ yajatz,’ 
“with ‘taniinapat,’ etc, does is to lay down alternative Deities in con- 
“ nection with the same Sacrifice. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the case in question, the 
‘ Sacrifice pointed out is one and one only.” 


79 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 

The repetition of the same word would also be so :—i.e., exactly like 
different words, that also would be a means of differentiating Actions. 

Because, by its direct denotative potency, the Verb, in the first 
instance, lays down the Action; and it is only when this potency has been 
forestalled by another—z.e., when the Action has been already mentioned 
by another word—, that it requires that Action to be referred to along 
with itself. 

If the mere fact of the ‘sacrifice’ continuing in the mind of the 
person (at the time that the second ‘ yajati’ is pronounced) were the 
sole cause of this latter ‘yajati’ referring to the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by 
the former ‘ yajatz,’ then alone would it fail to give us an idea of a different 
Action. Asa matter of fact, however, the mere fact of such continuance 
in the mind is not sufficient cause for making the second ‘yajatz’ a 
secondary reference (to what has gone before) ; the fact is that it is only 
the particular form of such reference (Anivdda) that is shown by the 
idea born of the context; and the generic fact that there is an Anuvada 
is shown by the sentence itself. 

That is to say, when the Injunctive potency of the Injunctive Affix, 
is removed from the denotation of the Root, then, in that case, there 
being no potency for more than one Injunction, we look for a mere 
secondary reference to the denotation of the Root; and this want is sup- 
plied by the aforesaid continuance (in the mind, of the idea of the previously- 
expressed Action). And the removal of the Injunctive potency from the 
Root-meaning is duc to the fact of the Injunctive potency having taken up 
another object for Injunction (and to the said continuance) ; as for instance 
in the case of such supplementary sentences as—‘ Vrihibhiryajeta,’ ‘dadhna 
Juhoti’ (the verbs ‘yajeta’ and ‘juhotv’ are repeated only for the pur- 
pose of laying down other materials for the ‘ sacrifice’ and the ‘ Homa’ 
which have been laid down in the preceding sentences, and which are 
only referred to by the verbs in these supplementary sentences). In all 
these cases, where many objects are mentioned in various sentences,— 
inasmuch as it is not possible to have a multiplicity of Injunctive poten- 
cies,—we naturally conclude that there is only one object of the Injunc- 
tion, which one should be referred to by all the subsequent verbs; and 
when looking for that one particular object, we come to the conclusion, 
that it must be that which keeps continuing in the mind. And hence it 
is that in the case of the sentence ‘dadhn@ juhoti,’ as it is only the dadhi 
that has not been mentioned before, we take the Verb (‘ juhoti’) as only 
referring to a previously-expressed Homa, with reference to which the 
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sentence lays down a fresh material in the shape of the dadhi. When, 
however, there are not many objects meant to be enjoined, then, in the 
case of that sentence we do not look for anything that would be referred 
to by the subsequent verbs. And hence, so long as the sentence itself does 
not give us any general idea of the presence of such secondary reference, 
what useful purpose could be served by the said ‘ continuance,’ which 
depends upon a due fulfilment of the general idea of the presence of an 
anuvdda, and which is the sole ground for admitting of a particular 
form of reference (Anuvdda)? Thus then the definition of ‘ Anuvdda’ 
is, not that ‘that which has been previously laid down, is referred to sub- 
sequently,’ but that ‘that (1) with regard to which there is an idea 
that it ought to be referred to, and (2) which happens to have been pre- 
viously laid down, is that which is referred to; and there can be no such 
Reference, when neither of these two conditions is absent—7.e., neither by 
the mere desire for reference, nor by the mere fact of its having been previ- 
ously laid down. Consequently then, though there is a desire for Reference, 
yet, inasmuch as the object is not one that has been laid down before, 
we cannot but admit it to be an Injunction of an Action with certain 
qualifications; and conversely, even though the object may be known 
to be such as has been previously laid down, inasmuch as there is no desire 
for a secondary Reference, we cannot but admit the Injunction to refer 
to a different Action altogether, notwithstanding the fact of the Root 
as well as the Affix being actually recognised to be the same (as in the 
case of ‘yajati `). 
It has been urged above that the proximity of the previously- 
mentioned sacrifice being very strong, even if the word ‘ yajati’ were to 
be pronounced a hundred times, the idea of that sacrifice would not 
disappear. But all such disappearance would appear quite possible if the 
opponent only knew the comparative strength or weakness of the various 
meaus of knowledge. For instance, it is by Direct Signification that we 
recognise the Actions to be different, while it is by means of Proximity 
that they are cognised as identical; and hence for those who are cognisant 
of the fact of Direct Signification of the word being more authoritative 
of the two, how could the Actions appear to be one and the same? When 
the Injunctive word (‘yajati’) has not its injunctive potency thrown 
aside from its legtimate object, then it is taken up with the meaning of 
the Root and the Bhavana (signified by the Affix) ; and it is with regard 
to these that that word gives birth to an Injunction, which has for its 
object something not otherwise got at; and as such it tramples under 
its foot the idea of the sacrifice (mentioned by the second ‘ yajatc’) having 
been already laid down (by the former ‘yajat?’); and thereby leads us 
to the conclusion that the object of this Injunction is such another Action 
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as is quite capable of being enjoined by it. And hence if this Injunction 
should follow the Direct Word, it points to a distinct Action; while if 
it should follow Prozimity, then the Actions are identical, 

If, however, the Injunctive Word is taken up elsewhere—for instance, 
the laying down of the material, etc..—then in such a case, we admit 
of the Actious being identical, as pointed out by Proximity; because in 
this case such an assumption is not contrary to any higher authority. 

Consequently, it must be admitted that the idea of all the various 
Actions being identical is a mistaken one,—due to the fact of all these 
‘ sacrifices’ imparting the same aid to the Primary Sacrifice, and as such 
being spoken of as ‘sacrifice’ in general. There is no ground for recog- 
nising each individual ‘sacrifice’ to be the same as the one mentioned 
before. That which is actually recognised as one in reality, there is no 
difference of opinion as regards the unity of that, For instance, in the 
different kinds of sacrifices—the ‘ Pagu,’ the ‘ Soma’ and the ‘ Ish{i’—the 
generic character of ‘sacrifice? is one and the same, and it is only with 
reference to specific Individuals that we think of any difference among 
them. 

Objection: “In the case in question, it is the direct mention of tho 
“same word ‘ yajati’ which distinctly points to the identity of the 
“ Actions ; and as such it cannot be said that the idea of oneness is 
“based upon Prowimity, and not upon Direct Word.” 

Reply : lt is not so; because all that the Direct mention of the word 
‘yajatt’ does is to give rise to the simple idea that what it speaks of 
is ‘a sacrifice’; and it has nothing to do with any idea as to whether it 
is the same as the one mentioned before or different from it That is 
to say, the second ‘ yajatz’ does not mean that the ‘ sacrifice’ denoted by 
it is the same as that denoted by the previous ‘yayjati’; and thus the 
denotation of the word being actually silent on this point (of difference 
or non-difference), people, not cognisant of the fact of the notion of 
identity being due to Proximity, ave led to the mistaken conclusion that 
the recognition of sameness is based upon Direct Word. 

Objection: ‘“‘Inasmuch as the word does not denote the Individual 
“(according to the Mimdnsaka), it is only the single ‘class’ ‘sacrifice’ 
“that would be denoted by the word ‘ yajati,’ whenever it may be used; 
“and as this class is always one and the same, the sameness in question 
“must be admitted to be denoted by Direct Word.” 

Reply: It is because the Individual is not denoted by the word, that 
the Direct Word points out the Actions to be distinct. For instance, what 
are laid down are the Individuals (sacrifices) as qualified by the Olass 
(‘Sacrifice’) and hence in the case of all Injunctions, all consideration 
of difference or non: difference should be with regard to the Individuals, 
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That is to say, the generic entity, that forms the real denotation of the 
word (‘ yajati’ for instance), being incapable of being performed, it cannot 
form the object of an Injunction ; and hence in all cases it is the Individuals 
that form the objects of Injunctions. Hence it must be admitted that 
the sentence ‘ Samidho yajati’ lays down one specific individual sacrifice, 
and ‘ Tantinapdtam yazjat.’ lays down another. And in the case in question 
we have the Injunctions of five such distinct individual sacrifices. 

It has been suggested above that “just as there is no difference 
“ between the letter ‘ga’ and the ‘ gatwa’ so, in the same manner, there 
“may be no difference between the individual sacrifice and the class 
“t sacrifice,’ ” 

True, there is no difference; but it is only after we actually conclude 
from the very form of the Action that it is one only, that we can be sure of 
there being no difference; prior to such conclusion, we are absolutely certain 
of a difference. For example, in the case of the letter ‘ga,’ when we found 
it to form a member of the classes of ‘ Letter,’ ‘Sound’ and ‘ Pro- 
perty, —we concluded that the differences perceived in the various tones 
of the letter ‘ga’ itself, must be due to the specific properties of 
quickness, ete., which belong, not to the letter itself, but to the organ of 
its utterance; and hence (there not being distinctin dividual ‘ga,’ we 
did not admit of any such generic entity as ‘ gutwa’ (the class ‘ ga’); in the 
same manner, when we find that all the sacrifices—down to the ‘ Samit ’— 
form members of such classes as ‘ Entity,’ ‘ Action,’ and ‘ Sacrifice,’ 
we conclude that each of these sacrifices does not become distinct, by 
the mere fact of the time, place or agent of its performance being 
different; because these differences are not in the sacrifice itself; and as 
such are exactly in the same position as the properties of ‘quickness’ etc., 
in the case of the letter ‘ga.’ ‘That is to say, the ‘Samit sacrifice’ 
performed on the Paurnamāsi day is nothing distinct from the same 
sacrifice performed on the Am@vdsyG day; so also a difference in the 
performer, or in the places of performance, does not make the Action 
different. 

But as a matter of fact, it is not that we admit of an actual differ- 
ence only in cases where the difference is cognised by direct sense- 
perception; because on this point there is no difference between the 
authority of Sense-perception and that of the Word (Vedic). Hence we 
must admit of a difference among Actions, only in so far as is shown by 
the six means (enumerated in the present Pada)—such as ‘ Different words’ 
and the like. Because in the case of the sacrifices— Ishti,’ ‘ Pagu,’ ‘Soma’ 
‘kaha, ‘Ahina’ and ‘Satra’—the idea of difference among them 
that we have is never actually found either to be due to any extraneous 
properties or circumstances, or to be other than correct, Hence when 
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the individual ‘ Ish{i’ etc. are always found to be the objects of Injunc- 
tions, the words giving expression to them naturally become regarded as 
different; and it is from these individuals that the Results follow ; though 
all of them belong to the single class ‘Sacrifice,’ and there are no sub- 
classes (as ‘ Ishtitva’ and the like). 

Objection: “ But such sub-classes as ‘kahatwa’ and the like are 
“admitted.” 

Reply: Not so; because the fact of many sacrifices being all called 
‘ Bkaha, and recognised as such, is only due to the fact of all of them 
being performed in a definite period of time (one day) [and not to the 
fact of their belonging to any such class as ‘ Hkahatwa’]; just as the 
word ‘ Dandi’ (with stick) applies to many persons (not on account of 
all of them belonging to any such class as ‘danditva,’ but only on 
account of all of them happening to hold sticks). That is to say, certain 
sacrifices are called ‘kaha,’ because they are finished in a single day; 
those that take from two to eleven days are called ‘ahina’; those 
finished in twelve days are spoken of as both; while those extending 
from twelve days to a thousand days (‘ samvatsara’ in this case has been 
explained as ‘day’) are called ‘ Satra’; those in which the offering is of 
food-grains are called ‘ Ishfi’; those in which animals are offered are 
‘Pagu’; and those in which the material offered consists of vegetables 
(leaves, plants, creepers, etc.) are ‘ Soma.’ 

If, however, you insist on assuming suh-classes, that does not touch 
our position at all adversely. Thus, too, even if there happen to be such 
classes as ‘ Jyotishtomatwa’ etc., and if each performance of the sacrifice 
( ‘ Jyotishtoma’ for instance) becomes a distinct sacrifice by itself,— then 
too our position remains unsullied. So also, conversely, if all sacrifices 
be taken as one only, on the ground of all of them only consisting of 
the offering of certain materials to certain Deities, —then too, inasmuch 
as the performance of each would be distinct from that of the other, 
there would be no hindrance to their ordinary performance, cte. 

Objection: “In that case, the repeated performances of the Samit 
“ sacrifice would not be distinct Actions ; just as the repeated performances 
“of certain actions during the performance of the Jyotishtoma are not 
“ recognised as so many distinct actions,” 

Reply: In all cases, the differentiation of Dharmas is based upon 
the difference in the Apirvas brought about by them, (and as a rule, a 
distinct Apurva always follows from an Action each time that it is 
repeated). And it is on account of the following reason that in the case 
of the repeated performance of the ‘Samit’ sacrifice, we have an idea 
of each of them being a distinct Action, whereas in the case of the 
Jyotishtoma we take the difference to lie only in the repeated performances 
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(and not in the Action). In the former case we have an Injunction of 
the Action or performances of all the sacrifices distinct from one another; 
while in the latter case, the various repeated performances are all in- 
cluded in the single name ‘ Jyotishtoma’ ; and hence though the character 
of ‘sacrifice’ belongs to each repeated performance, yet the character 
of ‘ Jyotishtoma’ does not belong to it; and thus it is that we come to 
look upon each repeated performance as a part of the one sacrifice 
‘ Jyotishtoma’; but such is not the case in the repeated performances 
of the ‘Samit, because in this case we do not have any composite whole 
made up of these performances (as we have in the case of the Jyotishtoma), 
And thus the conditions of the two are not identical. - 

What is the special purpose of all this differentiation, we shall show 
later on under Sitras ii—17-2v. 

Says the Bhashya: Hence the sacrifice has got to be repeated; and this 
assertion is in accordance with the view that the name ‘ Praydjfa 
belongs to all the five sacrifices (expressed by the word ‘ yajati’ repeated 
five times), just as the name ‘Jyotishtoma’ belongs to the repeated 
performance of certain Actions. Or it may be taken as referring to 
the fact that though the individual ‘ Sacrifices’ are distinct, yet, inasmuch 
as the word ‘yajaiv’ in all cases denotes the class ‘sacrifice’ (to 
which the individual sacrifices belong), we must take the performance of 
the five sacrifices to be the repetition of that of the single class ‘ Sacrifice. ’ 

An objection is raised in the Bhishya: “It has been said that it is 
‘incapable of enjoining another object; and the sense of this is that the 
“injunctive potency of the second ‘ yajati’ having been taken up in 
“ laying down Tanūnapāt as the Deity, there is no incompatibility of this 
“Injunction with that of the previous ‘ yagatz,’ an idea of which is 
“still present in the mind.” 

But in accordance with the rule laid down the Sūtra I—iv—4, the words 
‘Samit’ etc. come to be recognised as names of sacrifices, on account of 
their relationship with the Deities pointed ont by the words of those Man- 
tras which contain those words ( ‘Samit’ etc.), and which come to be 
employed in the Samit and other sacrifices, in the same order in which 
they are found in the text (that is to say, the first Mantra is employed 
in the Samit sacrifice; the second in the Zaninap@t, and so forth; and 
the words of these Mantras distinctly point out the Deities of each of 
these sacrifices); and hence, the Deity being already once pointed out, it 
cannot form the object of another Injunction by the sentence ‘ Taniina- 
pitam yajati’; and as such the injunctive potency of the sentence would 
be thrown aside from its legitimate object. 
| This is what the Bhashya should have said in reply to the opponent, 
What it actually does, however, is to grant his contention, and then 
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crush him on his own ground. The sense of the Bhdshya is this: You 
accept the first ‘yajati’ to be the Injunction of a ‘Sacrifice’ on the 
ground of this latter not being laid down before; but this is scarcely 
correct; because the ‘Sacrifice’ has already been enjoined in the sen- 
tence ‘ Dargapitirnamasibhydm yajeta’; and as such the first ‘ yajati’ 
also can be taken only as merely referring to the ‘sacrifice’ Inid 
down before (just as you take the second ‘yajati’ as referring to the 
‘sacrifice’ laid down by the previous ‘yajati’). And then all the 
‘yajati, being mere references to the previously enjoined ‘ Sacrifice,’ 
what the words ‘Samit’ and the rest can do is to lay down either the 
material to be offered or the Deity to whom the offering is to be made; (in 
connection with the ‘ Sacrifice’ laid down by the sentence ‘ Dargapiirnama- 
sãbhyäm yajeta’; but we find that both of these accessories of that 
sacrifice have already been laid down in the sentence ‘ Agneyo'shtakapiilo ’ 
(where Agni is mentioned as the Deity and the cake as the material)— a 
sentence which is found directly connected with the original Injunction 
itself; and hence if it were to have these accessories pointed out by the 
sentences ‘samidho yajati’ ete., this would be directly contrary to the former 
mention of the accessories (as the former sentence has not been found 
to mention the ‘Samit,’ ete., as either the Deity or the Material). Then, 
inasmach as (according to you) it is absolutely necessary to make 
the sentence ‘samidho yajati’? lny down the relationship of the Deity 
(Samit) with a certain sacrifice,—and this is impossible without 
another sacrifice (being mentioned by another ‘yajati’; because the ‘ yajati’ 
in the same sentence you have taken as referring to another sacrifice) ; 
and hence, too, you have to admit the sacrifice denoted by one ‘ yajati’ to 
be different from that denoted by another ‘yajati’,—even when you 
take the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories. Thus then, inasmuch as 
it would be impossible for each succeeding sentence to lay down the 
Accessory for the sacrifice laid down in the preceding sentence, all the 
sacrifices must be taken as different from one another. And as such all 
your trouble over the taking of the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories 
becomes wholly lost. As a matter of fact, however, no such Injunction 
of Accessories is possible in the case in question; because the material 
to be offered can never be spoken of by a word like ‘ samidhah ’ (Accusative 
Plural)—as we have explained under Sütras II—i—11-12; specially as the 
verb ‘ yajatz’ can have no connection with a material which is mentioned 
by a word with an Accusative ending (as an Instrumental ending is what 
would be necessary in that case); nor can it be an Injunction of the Deity ; 
as we Shall show later on, under the Sūtra IX—i—9, 

Thus then, we conclude that the sentences under consideration must 
be the injunctions of distinct Actions. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the Relation of Subserviency between the Agharas and the 
Agnéya, etc.). 


Sutra 3: The context refers to the Paurnamasi (as the 
principal), specially as none of the details are mentioned (of 
other sacrifices). 


The Bhiashya has quoted all the Injunctions of the Sacrifices, in 
connection with the ‘ Darga-Purnamasa’; and then the question started 
hy it is as to whether all the sacrifices enjoined are distinct primaries, or 
it is only some of these that are so. 

An objection is raised against this statement of the question of 
the Adhikarana: “The consideration of the question of primaries and 
“subsidiaries forms the subject of the fourth Adhyñya; by what 
“connection, then, has it been introduced in this Adhya@yu, which deals 
“wholly with the Differences of Actions? ‘That is to say, after having 
“dealt (in the foregoing Adhikarana) with the differentiation of Actions 
“by means of Repetition, it was necessary to consider the differentiation by 
“ means of Number; and yet how is it that having taken no notice of that, 
“the Bhashya starts a question which is of no use in the subject-matter of 
“the present Adhyaya ?” 

To this some people make the following reply : “ The question started 
“by the Bhashya forms a declared subject of the Adhydya,; becanse at 
“the very outset of the Adhyaya, the Bhashya on Sutra II —i—1 has de- 
“ clared—‘ after that the Primaries and the Subsidiaries will be taken into 
“ consideration.’ 

“ But this is scarcely correct; because in that place (z.e. the Vartika 
“on IL—i—1) we have rejected that interpretation of the Bhishya, which 
“we have explained in a different manner ; we have shown there that it is 
“for the purpose of showing the difference among Apūrvas trented of in 
“ Adhyaya ILI, that the quostion of Primaries and Subsidiaries was 
“introduced in the Bhashya on I[—i—1, The question of the relation of 
‘subserviency between Actions, however, can in no way be connected 
“with the subject of the present Adhyāya. Specially as we shall devote 
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“a great deal of time and trouble for establishing such relations among 
“ Actions—under Satras IV—iv—-29-33. And the bearing of this Adhi- 
“ karana being quite clear, it cannot be explained in any other way. Conse- 
“quently the question of the relation of subserviency between Actions 
“ need not have been considered here. Nor can any of the questions—‘ whe- 
“ther the sentences ya vam vidvan amāvāsyñīyām yagatt and ya évam 
“ vidvan paurnamasyam yajati conjointly refer to the Primary sacrifices, or 
“they are the Injunctions of two independent Actions, and the other 
“sentences are all Injunctions of Accessories '"—have any connection with 
“the Adhikarana in the way that it has been suggested by the Bhishya. 
“Andif it is these questions that are to be chiefly considered in the 
« Adhikarana, then there would be no use in introducing the question of 
« Relative Subserviency. And further, it has been shown above that 
“ Difference of Words and Repetition are capable of pointing out Differ- 
“ ences among Actions; how is it, then, that these have been brought in 
“by the Bhashya, as establishing the equal importance of all Actions ? 
“ To utilise the means of establishing Difference in establishing equal im- 
‘portance is certainly a very queer process of argumentation, Nor, in 
“the very body of the two Adhikaranas, do we find the conclusions and 
“the Premises stated apart from one another; and as such we cannot 
“bring in the Premises of the one to the proving of another conclu- 
“ sion.” 

In view of the above objections we must justify the Bhāshya in 
the following manner: The present Adhikarana had to be introduced 
as dealing with the exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the 
foregoing Adhikarana; and hence from among all the sentences quoted, 
we must take only two as the basis of this Adhikarana; viz., ‘ya evam 
amavasydyam yajati’ and ‘ ya évam paurnamasyaim yajati. And then the 
question comes to be this: Do these two ‘yajati’s lay down two entirely 
independent Actions, —or being qualified by the words Samdvasya’ and 
‘ paurnamisi,’ which denote actions connected with the times expressed by 
these, the two ‘ yajatt’s only refer to the six primary Actions (the ‘ Agneya’ 
and the rest that go to form the ‘ Darga-Purnamisa ’ sacrifice) ? 

Then again, the difference of the Agnéya and the other five Primary 
sacrifices from one another being established by the difference in their 
Accessories, that between the subsidiary Prayfjas themselves being estab- 
lished by Repetition, and that of the subsidiary Aghāras by means of 
the difference of words,—the Bhashya has brought in the two declara- 
tions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘relative subserviency’ only; such is 
the real upshot of the real Parvapaksha and the Siddhanta of the 
Adhikarana, (That is to say, if the ‘yajati’s lay down independent 
Actions—as held by the Parvapaksha—, then all the various sacrifices— 
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the Agnéya, etc, as well as the Prayfjas, etc.—would be of equal 
importance ; while if the two ‘ yajati’s be taken only as referring to the 
previous six primary sacrifices—the Agnéya etc.,—then these alone would 
be the Primary sacrifices; as on account of their being referred to by the 
two sentences, and as being related to the enjoined times of the Amavasyé 
and the Purnimd, these two words would be taken as the names of 
these six sacrifices, which alone would, therefore, come to be connected 
with the Result; and in that case the Praydyjas, etc., would all become 
subsidiary to it). And these questions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘rela- 
tive subserviency’ have not been introduced as forming integral parts of 
the Adhikarana itself; and so these two are not to be taken as embodying 
the Purvapaksha and the Siddhania, respectively. 

Thus then, the three stages in the position taken up by the Parvapak- 
sha come to be these: (1) “ The two ‘ yajaéi’s are independent injunctions ; 
(2) the actions enjoined by them are distinct from any previously enjoined ; 
and (3) the Prayājas and the Aghards are all primary actions of equal 
predominance ” ; and in these three stages the one that follows is the direct 
outcome of that which precedes it; and thus all three are inseparably 
linked up with one another. In the same manner, the three stages in 
the Siddhanta are these: (1) The two ‘ yayate’s only refer to the sacrifices 
mentioned before; (2) the Actions expressed by them are not different 
from the previously mentioned (Agnéya, etc.) ; and (3) The Ayhdras and the 
Prayājas are subsidiary to the Agnaya and the rest. And in each of these 
trios, each member is so inseparably connected with the others, that if one 
of them happens to be established as true, the others necessarily follow as 
its corollaries. And hence the Bhashya, thinking that the desired purpose 
would be served by establishing any one of the three positions, has 
brought in the third and the last, because it is the final outcome of the 
preceding two, and as such necessarily leads up to them. And though the 
difference or non-difference (of the sacrifices expressed by the two ‘ yayati’s 
from those previously laid down) would be implied by the truth or 
otherwise of the Siddhanta as put by the Bhashya, yet, towards the end 
of the Adhikarana, in summing up the whole discussion, the Bhashya men- 
tions the ‘ Difference or Non-difference,’ simply with a view to make it clear 
to the student (that this follows from the conclusion arrived at in the 
Adhikarana). 

Objection : ‘ How is it that having neglected the subject of Difference 
“and Non-difference, in the beginning, the Bhāshya has thought it fit to 
“ bring it in again, through the question of egual importance or relative 
“* subserviency” ? 

Some people reply to this that it is only a method of exposition 
peculiar to the Teacher; for instance, in the foregoing Adhikarana also, 
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he spoke of the Difference of Apūrvas (and through that, of the Difference 
of Actions). 

Or it may be that the ‘perception of the indicative feature ’—in 
the shape of the fact of the Prayfjas occurring among the sub- 
sidiary sacrifices—that will be spoken of in the eighth sūtra below, 
is not capable of directly precluding all chance of the sacrifices being 
different (from the previous sacrifices)—(because all that the said feature 
indicates is that the Prayāja, etc., are not primary actions, and not 
that they are different actions altogether); and as such all that the 
said feature would do would be to set aside the ‘Equal Importance’ of all 
the sacrifices concerned ; and when this is set aside, there would follow 
the setting aside of the fact of the two ‘yajétu’s being distinct Injunc- 
tions by themselves, inasmuch as this latter has been shown to be the 
invariable concomitant of the theory of ‘Equal Importance’; and thus 
we find that the question of ‘Equal Importance’ has been brought in 
only with a view to utilising the fact urged in the sutras, which would be 
absolutely inoperative, if the question were only with regard to the differ- 
enco of actions. 

On this question then, there are two kinds of Pia vapaksha: “ (A) 
“The Agnéya, etc., being all of equal importance, the two ‘ yujali’s men- 
“tioned along with the words ‘ Paurnamasi’ and Amavéasya, are distinct 
“Injunctions, and as such lay down sacrifices other than the Agnéya and 
“the rest, etc.” (B) The two sentences—‘ ya évam vidvan paurnamiaysa i 
‘“yajait’ and ‘amavdsyaim yajuli’—are the only injunctions of sacrifices, 
“all the other sentences quoted being only the injunctions of accessories 
“of these two sacrifices.” 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


First of all we take up that Purvapaksha which holds the two ‘ sacri- 
fices’? (enjoined by the two ‘yajati’s to be distinct from the Agnéya, ete. 
“Inasmuch all the sacrifices in question are mentioned by different words 
“and also by repetitions of words, they must be all of equal importance. 
“Though these two reasons—Difference of words and Repetition—are not 
‘connected directly with the fact of ‘Equal Importance,’ yet they are 
“taken along with this, through the difference in actions (that these 
“would indicate), which is also implied in the assertion of ‘Equal 
‘‘Importance’;(as shown above). That is to say, the sacrifices denoted by 
‘the two ‘ yajéta’s are shown to be different from those of the Actions 
“(mentioned along with the Ddarga-Pirnamasa) that are not yaga (but 
“ Homa, etc.), by the difference in words; while they are shown to be 
“different from the ya@yas, by the repetition of the word ‘yajate’; and 
“hence they must all be taken as of equal importance. (That is to 


RELATION OF SUBSERVIENCY BETWEEN AGHARAS AND AGNEYA, ETC, 637 


“say, when each ‘ yajéfa’ mentions a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices 
‘“ mentioned in the passages quoted become independent of one another, 
“and as such all equally are primary sacrifices). 

“Nor could any special purpose be served by taking the two 
“yajatt’s in question as mere references to the previously enjoined 
“ sacrifices (because the only purpose that is found to be served by such 
‘ references is the pointing out of fresh accessories); and as a matter 
“of fact we do not find any accessories in the shape of materials etc. 
“ mentioned in the two sentences in question; and as such we cannot 
“make the injunctive potency of these ‘ya7éa’s give up the function 
‘fof laying down the actions themselves. 

“Nor do we know of any such names—as ‘ Paurnamétsya’ or ‘Amd- 
“väsy ’—as belonging to any particular sacrifice, 

“Though we find the verb ‘yajaté’ in the Present Tense, yet we 
“can take it as injunctive, by accepting it either as a Prayogavacana ( Direc- 
“tive Injunction), or Arthavdda ( Eulogistic word), or as in the ‘Lët’? Mood 
“(which has the injunctive signification though the form of the Present 
“ Tense ),—just as we have in the case of the sentence ‘ Samidho yajati’ 
“(where the word ‘yajati,’ though in the Present Tense, is admitted 
“to have an Injunctive meaning). 

“And though we find the sentences introduced by the word ‘ yat’,— 
“in ‘ya evam, etc.’ —(which always precludes the injunctive character)—, 
“yet we can not very well deny its injunctive potency; because on 
“this point too it is exactly like the sentence ‘ yaddgneyo shtaikapdalo, 
“ete. which has been accepted as an injunction. 

“ Norcan it be urged that ‘the two yajéta’s, though having the injunc- 
“tive force, are yet not the injunctions of independent actions, but 
‘are only the alternative injunctions of the same sacrifices as those pre- 
“ viously enjoined, just as we admit of the Injunctions of the same 
“ Jyotishftoma sacrifice met with in the various Vedas being only 
“alternative injunctions of the same sacrifice.’ Because in the latter 
“ease, the different Vedic texts are meant for different persons, and 
“as such the different injunctions of the same sacrifice would not be 
“ useless, In the case in question, however, there is no such difference 
“in the character of the persons addressed, and as such the repeated 
“mention of the word ‘yajaté’ cnn serve no other useful purpose, save 
“the laying down of distinct sacrifices ; specially as they can not be taken 
“as eulovising any other injunction, because they are not capable of 
“ being taken along with any such other Injunction, 

“It may be asked—what are the Materials and the Deities of the two 
“ sacrifices laid down by these two ‘yajate’s? And to this we make the 
“ following reply :—The butter kept in the Dhruv vessel is the material 
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‘common to all sacrifices; and the Deities would be that which would 
“be indicated by the words of the Mantras recited at their performance ; 
“and thus, these two sacrifices being found to have their details fully 
“supplied, they must be taken as enjoined distinctly by themselves, 
“That is to say, we have the Vedic declaration that ‘the butter kept 
“in the Dhruvā is used at all sacrifices,’ and hence just as we take this 
“butter as the material of the ‘ Upānçu’ sacrifice, so could we also do 
“with regard to the two sacrifices in question. And as for the Deity, we 
“find that in connection with Ajyabhdgas there are four Anwvakyd verses 
“ mentioned in the same order as the Ajyabhayas; two of these addressed 
“to Agni, and two to Soma. And in accordance with the authority of Syn- 
“tactical Connection, which is always stronger than that of Order, the said 
“ verses are separated from the Ajyabhdgas and joined on to the two sacri- 
“fices in question; and the Syntactical Connection that would authorise 
“such transference would be of the text—‘ Vartrayhnt paurnamasyaim 
‘“unucyélé, vrdhanvati amdvasyayam’—because there are no other actions, 
“ save the two sacrifices in question, that could be spoken of as ‘ Paurnu- 
“ māsī’ and ‘ Amdvdsya@’ (and ‘ Vartraghni’ and ‘ Vrdhanvait’ are the names 
“of the two pairs of the said Anuvākyā verses). It may be argued that the 
“ sentence quoted only lays down the times at which the verses have to be 
“ recited, and they do not refer these verses to any actions. But, we ask, 
“—what would be the use of laying down the connection of the verses with 
any particular time? Nor can the fact of the words ‘Pauurnamdsyam’ and 
“ SAmdvasyayim’ having the locative ending be urged against us; because 
“ we actually find many instances where sacrifices mentioned by words with 
“locative endings are accepted as primary ;—e.g. ‘yéna kārmanertsèt tatra 
“ jayām guhuyat, where the principal action is that which is referred to by 
“ ‘tatra? Thus then the two ‘Anuvakyas—the Vartraghni and the Vrdhun- 
“ vatī—being found to serve the same purpose, they come to be taken 
“as optional alternatives. And then again (as the Anuvākyā verses 
“are recited before the performance of the sacrifice, and as such could 
“not serve the purpose of indicating the Deity) it becomes necessary to 
“assume the corresponding Ydajy@ verses (which are recited during the 
“ performance, and as such are capable of indicating the Deity.) Or it 
“imay be that the two Anuvākyās being simultaneously enjoined, they 
“may be taken (and used) conjointly; and thence we are led to the 
‘conclusion that the sacrifice has two Deities connected with it; and con- 
“sequently it becomes necessary for us to assume two Yājyās correspond- 
“ing to each pair of Anuvakyds (which Yäājyās would indicate the two 
“ Deities). Or we might assume a single Yajya with reference to the 
“single (joint) Deity Agnz-Soma. Oragain, we might take one of the two 
“t Vārtraghni’ verses, and also one of the two Vrdhanvati verses, as the 


RELATION OF SUBSERVIENCY BETWEEN AGHARAS AND AGNEYA, ETC. 689 


“required Ydjyya in each case. And thus we find that in whatever way 
“we might get at the Yajya, the apparent inconsistency of the declara- 
‘‘tion—in the Vedic text ‘Vartraghni paurnamasyam etc.,’—of the relation- 
“ship between the Mantra and the Sacrifice, leads us to conclude that in 
“the two sacrifices, Agni and Soma are the Deities concerned. Then as 
“for the Ajyabhagas, from which the Mantras (indicative of the Deity) 
“have been separated, their Deities are already mentioned by a sentence in 
“the form of the Purakalpa Arthaviidda— Yasyaikasyaicit dévatayai 
“ havirnirvapannijyasyaiva nau purastidyajan, ‘Then as far the Mantras 
“in connection with the Ajayabhagas, the Yajyas have already been laid 
“down (and these have not been separated from them), and the Anuvadkya 
“ Mantras (that have been removed elsewhere) also would come in, in 
“ accordance with the direction : ‘ ddgatayibhyah kartavyuh’; and thus there 
“is nothing incongruous in the way that we have dealt with the subject. 

“ And thus even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two Yajati’s 
“in question are distinct from the Agnéya etec., they are found to have 
“ distinct forms of their own; and hence they must be admitted to be 
“ distinct actions; and as such, there being nothing to show that the 
“ results follow from the six primaries Agneyd and the rest only, (because 
“the only sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ Ya evam 
“ ete., which, however, has been shown to be the Injunction of a distinct 
“sacrifice altogether), the character of the primary belongs equally 
“to all the sacrifices mentioned in the various sentences quoted (i.e., 
“to the Praydja ete., the Aghdra etc., as well as to the Agnéya etc. ). 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“Woe admit that the sacrifices are distinct; but we can not admit 
“of the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. 
“ Because the names ‘ Amardsya@’ or ‘ Darga’ and ‘Paurnamāsī’ would 
“apply only to some of the sacrifices, and not to all; and the result is 
“ spoken of as following from those that are qualified by these names ; 
“and as such there can be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices, 
“That is to say, the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Paurnamdsa’ denote sacrifices 
“with a qualification (that of being named by these words); and as from 
“the sentence—‘ Darcapaurnamisibhyam svargakamo yajéta'’—it is clear 
“that it is only from such qualified sacrifices that the particular result 
“ could follow, we must take these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all 
“other sacrifices mentioned along with them (and without any distinct re- 
“sults of their own) must be accepted as the subsidiaries of these two.” ! 


1 It may be noted that this second Pirvapaksha is at variance with the Siddhanta 
only as regards the difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ‘ Yajeta’s from the 
primary sacrifices of the Dargé-Purgamdsa. 
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The upholder of Parvapaksha (A) objects to the Pérvapaksha (B) 
on the following grounds : 

“That which is itself well known serves to qualify or specify that 
“which is less known; and hence in the case of the sentence— Darga- 
‘“purnamasabhyam swargakdmo yajeta’—the signification of the names 
“ <‘ Darga’ and ‘ Pirnamasa’ must be ascertained with reference to that 
“of the root ‘ Yazi’ That is to say, in all cases, where we have the 
“Injunction of an action with a name, these two being recognised to be 
‘‘co-extensive, it is sometimes the particular signification of the root ‘ yaji ’ 
“ (sacrifice) which is defined or specified by the name; while at other 
“ times it is the sacrifice that defines or specifies the name. And between 
“these two, that which happens to be the better known of the two, turns the 
“other to its own purposes. For instance, (1) in the case of the sentence 
“< Jyotishtoména yagéta’ we find that the name ‘Jyotishtoma’ is better 
“known from beforehand,—on account of its being related to the three 
“stoma songs, called ‘ Jyotth’—; and hence this name serves to restrict 
“the signification of the root ‘Yaji’ in this case to the Somayāga, 
“after having alienated it from the Dikshapiya etc.; and (2) in the case 
“ of the sentence ‘ Rājasüyena yajéta,’ the name ‘ Rajasiya,’ not having its 
“signification pointing to any relationship with sacrifices, is taken up by 
“the root ‘ yaji,’ whose signification has been well known from the previ- 
“ously mentioned primary sacrifice. 

“Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the significations of 
“the two nouns (Darga and Purnamdsa), of the compound (Dargapiirna- 
“ mastibhyam), and of the dual number (in this compound), are not known 
“ beforehand (as in any way connected with the performance of sacrifices) ; 
“and hence the root ‘ Yaji’ cannot be taken as having its signification 
“referring to (or ) defined by that name. On the other hand, the root 
“: Yaji’ is applicable to all sacrifices; and as such, through the mention 
“of the particular result (Svarga), it comes, in the case in question, to be 
“applied to the sacrifices mentioned in the context under consideration ; 
“and as such it would apply the word ‘ Dargaptirnamdsa’ to its own 
“ object (viz, all the sacrifices—primaries as well as subsidiaries—that 
“happen to be mentioned in the context), 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the word ‘ Darçapürna- 
‘ masabhyfim’ no significance is to be attached to either the component 
“words, or to the compound, or to the dual number—becaure the 
“word is only a particular combination of letters, simply pointing out 
“ the instrument, or means, in connection with all the sacrifices mentioned ; 
“exactly as in the case of the word ‘Rājasūya.’ And as for the dual 
“number, we can explain it, in accordance with the rule ‘ Supam supo 
“ bhavanti,’ as having been used in the place of the plural, or in that 
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“of the singular—this singularity being based upon the fact of all the 
“sacrifices being taken as one complete whole. 

Objection: ‘How can the word ‘ Darcaptirnamasabhyim’ be said 
“ to have its signification not well known, when, as a matter of fact, we 
“find that, from among the sacrifices mentioned in the context, there are 
“ some (the Agneya etc.) which are laid down in connection with the points 
“of time (Amdavasya and Pirnamdasi) signified by the words ‘ Darga’ 
“and ‘ Parnamdsa’; while there are others (the Ajyabhaga etc.) which are 
‘spoken of in the dual number; and certainly the signification of the 
“ word ‘Dargapiirnamasabhyam’ is well-known to be applicable to these 
‘sacrifices. That is to say, a word renounces all its own meaning, and 
“ waits upon the signification of other words, when even a certain portion 
“of it is found to be unknown; in the case in question, however, we 
“actually find that cortain sacrifices—Agnéya etc.—are connected with 
“the time ‘Amdvdsya’ and ‘ Pirnamisi’ (signified by the words 
“c Darga’ and ‘ Parnamasai’), while others—-the Ajyabhaga etc.—are 
“connected with the dual number (which we find in the word 
‘** dargapiirnamasibhyam’); and under the circumstances, it is not proper 
“to speak of the signification of the word ‘ Dargapiirnamdsdbhyam ’ 
“(being unknown as applicable to any sacrifices) and as such to be 
‘ renounced.’ 

‘To the above, we make the following reply :—It is the Base and 
“ Affix (1.e., the compound ‘ Durgapiirnamdsa’ nnd the dual termination) 
“taken as a joint whole, that can specify or qualify the root ‘ Yajatz’ ; in 
‘the case of the Agn&ya etc., on the one hand, and the Ajyabhaga etc., on 
“the other, each of these is devoid of any connection with one part 
“of the word. That is to say, though in the ‘ Agnéya’ etc., we find a 
“ connection with the times denoted by the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Parna- 
“māsa, and as such the signification of the Base (Durgapirnzamasa) 
“would reside in them,—yet, inasmuch as these sacrifices are many, 
‘the signification of the dual termination (in ‘ Dargapiirnamasabhyadm’) 
“cannot apply to them; and as such the word ‘ Dargapiirnamdsdbhyam' 
“as a whole is incapable of applying to the Agnéya otc. And also, 
“ thoagh we find duality in the Ajyabhaga etc., yet the Base ( Dargaparna- 
“ mäsã) is absolutely inapplicable to these; and so the word as a whole 
“ cannot apply to these either. Nor is the co-extensiveness (of the sacrifice 
“and the ‘ Dargaptirnamasdabhyam’) clearly mainfested either by the 
‘meaning, or the context, or the use of different words; and as such 
“it is not possible for the name ‘ Dargapirnamisdbhyim’ to be taken as 
“referring to the sacrifices,—cither on the ground of the similarity 
“of certain letters (in accordance with the law of the corruption of names 
“by which a slight difference in certain letters does not completely 
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“alter the name), or by taking the word ‘ Dargapiirnamadsdbhyaim’ in 
“its secondary signification as indirectly indicating the sacrifice. 

“ Question :—‘ Why can not we take the sentences (Ya enam vidvān 
“amavisyayan yajute and ya evam paurnamasaydm. etc.) as laying down 
“those two independent sacrifices for the accomplishment of the result ? 
“ For, even in accordance with the Siddhäntă theory, these two words (yajaté) 
“will be said to lay down these two as composite actions (made up of the 
“Bix primary sacrifices) towards the fulfilment of the particular result. It 
“might be urged that the expression Darcapurnamasaé being different 
“from the expression Amavdsyapaurnamasa, the actions referred to in 
“the sentence mentioning Svarga as the result could not be recog- 
‘‘nised to be the same as those mentioned by the two ‘ Yajate’s in the 
“ sentences in question. But this objection is equally applicable to all 
‘parties. For instance, for the upholder of the Purvapaksha also, what 
“are meant to bring about the result are the two composite sacrifices 
“named Paurnamasya and Amdavdsyd ; and certainly these are not recog- 
“nised to be the same as those in the sentence Dargapirnamasabhyam 
“ svargakāmo yajēta. If it be urged that in this case, though the names 
“are not the same, yet, the names would be applicable to the composites 
“because of their being performed at the points of time expressed by the 
‘‘words,—then, the relationship of the time is equally present in my 
“case also; the meaning of the sentences being that one should perform 
“ (yajēta) the Paurnamdsa on the Paurnamasi day, and the Amaviisya 
“on the Amavdsyd day.’ 

“ Answer :—This cannot be; because this relationship of the time 
“being common to these two sacrificos, as also to the six sacrifices 
“ Agneya and the rest, we do not see any reason why the result should 
“be attributed to these two only. That is to say, when all the eight 
“are equally connected with the particular time, there is no reason for 
“ attributing the result to the two only. 

“It might be urged that from among those cight the result might 
“be attributed to any two sacrifices. 

“ But this would be most improper; because without any particular 
“reason, such attributing of the result to any two sacrifices would be a 
“most unauthorised procedure; and secondly, the relative subserviency 
“of these eight would become a matter of option; and this leading to a 
“great anomaly, could never be allowed. ‘That is to say, unless we find 
“a special reason for doing so, as long as we find the relationship of the 
“ specified time equally present in all the eight sacrifices, those two that 
“would be chosen ont as leading directly to the result, would make 
“all the other six subsidiary to them; and inasmuch as these six have all 
“the marks of primary actions, there would be a very greatfanomaly. 
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“It might be urged that the said importance being a matter of option, 
“it could, by turns, be attributed to all the pairs concerned; but in that 
“case, there would bo another anomaly, viz., the same sacrifice would 
“at one time be the primary, and at the other subsidiary ; and further, 
“from among those having the characters of both the primary and 
“the subsidiary (as it is only that which is subsidiary in the Agnéya 
“that is said to be capable of being introduced into its corresponding 
“ Praydja), a certain sacrifice would, in its subsidiary character, be liable 
“to be introduced in the corresponding Prayājas of the Agnéya etc.; while 
‘the same would, in its character of the primary, be incapable of 
“being so introduced; and thus there would be an eternal doubt as to 
“what should be really introduced into the Prayājas. And further, as 
“a matter of fact, all numbers subsist in the objects numbered, only through 
“a certain secondary property ; in the case in question, however, either 
“in the two independent sacrifices (meant to be enjoined by the sentences 
“in question), or in the Agnéya etc, wo do not find in any part of these 
“any such sub-class or secondary property, whereby we could recognise 
“their duality. Specially as whichsoever of them would be taken up, 
“its duality would be directly set aside by the plurality of other sacrifices 
“and also by the singleness of that sacrifice itself. And thus we do not 
“find the dual number applicable to any of the sacrifices in question. 

“In accordance with the Siddhintu, on the other hand, the two words 
“(Darga and Pérnamisa) express two composite sacrifices; and as such 
“there being a distinct dissimilarity from the theory in which all the sacri- 
“ficos are not taken as forming any composites, we find the requisite 
“ sub-property (in the form of the compositeness), and as such the 
“connection of duality becomes possible; and through this there would 
“bea relationship with the specified time also; and thereby in a. way, the 
“application of the nouns ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Pirnamdsa’ also becomes 
“ possible; and thus in this case it becomes possible for the word ‘ Darga- 
‘* pirnamisabhyam’ to be taken as qualifying tho sacrifice. In accor- 
“dance with the Parvapaksha, however, this is not possible; because, 
“inasmuch as it does not admit of any composite sacrifices, the number two 
“can not in any way be applicable (and hence it could never admit of the 
“result to follow from any fwo sacrifices) ; and hence the result must be 
“ attributed to each and every one of the sacrifices nentioned in the context. 

“ The following question might be put to us: ‘Why cannot we have 
“all the eight sacrifices, as qualified by the duality of the times Amivasya 
“and Pirnamusi, as enjoined by the sentences in question (in this ease 
“the duality pertaining to the points of time and not to the sacrifices) ? 
“Just as in accordance with the Stddhfinta, wo have the six primary 
“sacrifices enjoined with regard to the duality of the two composites.’ 
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“To this the reply that we make is that such hazy processes can not 
“ get aside the verb from each and every one of the sacrifices mentioned ; 
“ because it actually rests upon every one of these. And then, too, the 
“time being something entirely diffierent from the sacrifice, the number 
“ belonging to the former can in no case appertain to the latter. In 
“the Sddhanta, the case is different; as according to that, there is 
“no absolute difference between the component parts (sacrifices) and 
“the two composite wholes (to which latter the number belongs); and 
‘as such there is nothing incompatible in connecting the number of the 
“ whole with the component parts. 

“Thus then, we conclude that, in accordance with the Parvapaksha, 
“as the application of the names Darga and Paurnamisa depends upon 
“ the signification of the root‘ Yajz,’ all the sacrifices in question must, 
“ be admitted to be equally primary.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, the Stra makes the following reply : “ Prakarana ”—that 
which is performed—would be the substratum of the words connected 
with ‘ Paurnamasya’ and ‘ Amavasyd’; or the context would help these 
two words; and consequently we must accept that alone to be enjoined 
which is denoted by these. 

That is to say, in all cases, we find that the Injunctive word prompts 
us to certain specific sacrifices; and in case the sentences ‘ ya évam etc.’ 
are taken as enjoining independent sacrifices, as they do not make any 
mention of the material or the deity related to these sacrifices, people 
would never be found to take up the performance of such unspecified 
sacrifices. 

That is to say, the words ‘ yajate’ in these sentences, or the words 
‘ Amdvdsya’ and ‘ Pūrnamāsa, do not denote sacrifice in general; nor 
do you (who hold the sentences to lay down two independent sacri- 
fices) admit of these words pointing to all the sacrifices in question. Then 
all that you can do is to make them lay down two independent sacrifices, 
But in that case, inasmuch as the details (material deity &c.) of these 
sacrifices are not mentioned, no one would be found to perform them; 
and hence the sentence would become wholly futile. If, however, they 
are taken as referring to the sacrifices mentioned in the context, then, 
the materials and the deities of all these sacrifices, as also the particular 
points of time at which they have to be performed, being found to be duly 
mentioned, the full form of the sacrifices becomes known; and as such 


the sentence becomes utilised (in pointing out the time at which they 
should be performed). 
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It has been argued above that the Material and the Deity of the 
four sacrifices are also clearly cognisable. But though it is true that. 
the common material, Dhrauwva, might be taken as the material to be 
employed, yet inasmuch as thore is no mention of a Deity, the sacrifice 
remains as indistinct as over. 

Nor is it possible for the Deity to be indicated by the words of tho 
Mantras employed; because the Mantras in question are distinctly 
pointed out, by the Order in which they occur, to belong to the Ajayabhagas. 
Nor is it possible for this Order to be set aside by the Sentence ; because 
in the case in question there is no direct antagonism betweon these two ; 
because when it is possible for the sentence ‘Vartraghni Amavasyayaim 
etc. ’—to be taken in such a way as to be quite in keeping with the indica- 
tion of the Order, then we cannot but renounce, as untenable, any other 
theories that might entail a contradiction between the two. In the 
sentence ‘ Vartraghni amavadsyayaim etc.’—if the words ‘ Paurnamdst’ and 
‘Amavasya’ denoted Actions, then the antagonism (between the Order 
and Sentence) could not be removed: (because in that case the Sentence 
would refer the Mantras to those Actions, while the Order refers them to 
the Ajyabhaga). As a matter of fact, however, these words only denote 
time; and as such there is no antagonism between the two. And whon 
there is a common ground for both the Sentence and the Order, it is incum- 
bent on us to lend support to that theory which reconciles them. And 
further, at the very outset, the words ‘ Amāvāsyā’ and ‘ Panrnamasi’ 
denote particular points of time; and it is only subsquently (if the denota- 
tion of the time be found to bo incompatible with the rest of the sentence) 
that they can indicate the Actions, through their connection with those 
times ; and henco by priority (and because there is nothing incompatible 
in it) we admit the words to be denotative of time. Because if the 
commonly recognised signification of timo (by these words) were not 
compatible with the sentence, then alone could we reject it and take the 
words to be indicative of Actions. Then again, we find that the 
Locative termination (in the words ‘ Amavasyayam’ and * Paurnamasyam ') 
is more compatible with the signification of time (than with that of Ac- 
tion); because Time is always known as the Adhikarana (Substratum, 
Container) of Actions; andas it is not possible for Actions to be such an 
Adhiharana, the Locative ending, in that case, could hardly be explained 
in any way. It has been argued above that no purpose is served by such 
connecting of the Mantra with any particular time. But if tadarthya 
(being for the sake of) were the only relation possible, and if it were this 
relation that were asserted by us (as between the Mantra and the Time), 
then the said objection would be all right; but, as a matter of fact, the 
case is this: The Mantra appearing (by the particular Order in which the 
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Mantras are mentioned) to have been laid down as for the sake of the 
Ajyabhigas, it remains doubtful as to which Mantra is to be employed in 
which particular Ajyabhdga; and hence what the mention of the words 
‘admiivasyiydm’ and ‘paurnamasydm’ (in the sentence ‘ Vartraghni’ etc.) 
does is to point out that the Mantra known as the‘ Variraghni’ is to be used 
in the Ajyabhaga performed at one time (the Amdvdsy@), and that called 
‘Vridhanvati’ in that performed at another (the Paurnamdas?). 

And further, according to our theory, inasmuch as the Ajyabhagas 
are already known to have a particular Deity, the Injunction (of time) 
is found to serve a visible purpose (that of pointing out the time), In 
your case, on the other hand, it becomes necessary to make many gratuitous 
assumptions. That is to say, in all cases, the relationship of things is 
ascertained by means of their mutual requirements; hence the 
Ajyabhfigas, that have their Deity already known, standing in need of 
Mantras capable of pointing out that Deity, would at once take up such 
Mantras, and it would not require any very great effort on our part to 
connect the two. In your case, on the other hand, the sacrifices denoted (by 
tho sentences in question) being altogether new, their Deities are not known ; 
and as such they do not stand in any immediate need of Mantras (indica- 
tive of those Deities); hence it becomes necessary for yon to make 
the following assumptions: (1) you will have to assume the Mantra, 
and its duality, thereby makiug the single Injunction have many meanings ; 
(2) you will have to assume the existence of many Deities indicated 
by thoso Mantras, while it is not necessary for a single sacrifice (which is 
held to be enjoined by the sentence in question) to have more than one 
Deity or more than one Anuvikya; (3) there is an assumption of a 
Yajy@ verse (not found in the Veda) (4) as also fresh Puronuvakyds, not 
mentioned in the Veda, for the A jayabhagas. It has been declared above 
that “one of the two Vartraghnis, as also one of the two ‘ Vridhanvatis’ 
would be the Yajya, while the other is the Anuvdkya. But this is 
scarcely possible, as the taking of any of these as Yajy@ would be 
contrary to the fact of their being named ‘ Anuvākyā.’ 

Further, since you admit the potency of pointing ont the factors 
to be employed in the particular sacrifice, to the Sentence, and to the 
Mantra,—and since the Sentence (‘Vdrtraghnit amavasyayam, etc.’ does 
not speak of the instrumentality of the Mantras (Vartraghni and Vridhanvatt ) 
in the sacrifice, it becomes necessary for us to assume the recitation 
of these Mantras to have certain invisible results—just as we have in 
the case of the recitation of the ‘Vaishnavi’ verses; and as such the 
Mantras could not be taken as serving the visible purpose of pointing out the 
Deity ; specially as the Mantra is not required at all by that which has to 
be pointed out. And under the circumstances, instead of assuming a 
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Deity to be indicated by the Mantra, it would be far better to assume the 
Mantras to exert an indirect influence towards the accomplishment of 
the Action, On the other hand, the Ajyabhagas being two, and they 
also being recognised as having two Deities (Agni and Soma),—the 
Mantras indicative of those Deities are actually required by them (for 
the purpose of lending authority to their cognition); and these Mantras, 
being pointed out as to be used at the sacrifice, by the indications of the 
Mantras themselves, as also by tho order in which they happen to be 
mentioned,—they come to serve a distinct visible purpose. And thus, 
the Mantra and its duality etc., all having been pointed out, what remains 
to be done by the sentence (‘Vdrtraghni, etc.’) is to lay down distinct 
restrictions with regard to the time at which the various Mantras are to 
be used ; and this process is cortainly much simpler than that involving 
the nbove-mentioned endless assumptions. 

Nor, in this case, does the said sentence become altogether useless . 
because the aforesaid restriction with regard to time cannot be accom- 
plished by mere Proximity (and hence the use of the sentence lies in this 
restriction). 

For these reasons there can be no Injunction of the Deity, through 
the sentences brought forward; because these have been shown to have 
no connection with the matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be en- 
joined by the sentence ‘ Ya evam, etc.’, not having its details of material 
and Deity clearly mentioned, it cannot be taken as one different from those 
previously laid down. 


Question: “What would be the use of making the sen- 
“tence ‘Ya evam, ete.’ a mere reference to the other sacrifices—Agneya 
“and the rest? Because an Injunction that fails to enjoin anything 
“ expressed by a word, by its part, or by a sentence, can never be of any 
“uge in matters relating to Dharma, (and hence as in the case of Reference, 
“ the sentence in question would not contain any of these injunctions, it 
“ could not be of any use in regard to Dharma). 

Answer: Just as the sentences laying down the various sacrifices 
(Agnéya and the rest) form parts of the Joint Direction (‘ Dargapurna- 
masibhyam svaryakamo yajétu’), so also do the two sentences in question 
(‘ Ya evam, efc.’); because it is these latter alone that render the Dual 
number (in ‘ Dargapiirnamasdbhyam’) compatible with the whole thing. 
That is to say, firstly, it is only when the two sentences in question have 
spoken of the Primary sacrifices as two composite wholes, that the Dual 
number in ‘Dargapirnamasabhyam’ becomes possible; and herein lies 
a distinct use of the two sentences; and there is no such rule as that 
it is only an Injunctive Sentence that can be of use; specially 
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as we find many non-Injunctive sentences (such as the Arthavida) 
serving useful purposes, in association with Injunctions ;—secondly, the 
mention of the various sacrifices—Agnéya and the rest—extending#over 
many sentences, they can never bo spoken of as ‘two,’ except By the 
two sentences in question (‘ya evam, etc’). And it is with a view 
to this fact that the Bhāshya has mentioned, as the Siddhanta, the fact of 
there being a Relation of subserviency among the sacrifices, which 
necessarily follows from what we have explained above. Otherwise, it 
would have been impossible to bring forward the theory of the two 
sentences in question merely referring to the previous sacrifices, until 
the chance of uselessness urged in the second sata (in favour of the 
repetition of the same verb denoting distinct Actions, to which the case 
of the sentences considered in the present Adhkarana is meant to be 
an exception) has been removed by showing the distinctly useful character 
of the reference (by the two sontences in question to the previous 
sacrifices). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that there is a distinctly useful purpose 
served by taking the whole sentence as merely referring to the previous 
sacrifices; and there is no incongruity in this theory. 

Question: ‘ How is it possible to speak of many distinct sacrifices 
“as one or two composite wholes ? ” 

Answer: It is quite possible; just as many trees located in one 
place are spoken as a single composite ‘ forest,’ so though the sacrifices are 
many and distinct, yet inasmuch as they are all performed at the 
same time, they can very well be spoken of as a composite whole. That 
is to say, when we see many trecs in a place, we have an idea of a 
composite whole, and we come to think of them all as ‘a forest’; 
in the same manner, when we find many sacrifices performed on a singlo 
day, it is only natural that we should come to think of them as a single 
composite whole; and it is only on account of the singleness of this 
composite whole that we have the singular number in ‘ paurnumdsim.’ 

Though, as a matter of fact, the words ‘ Paurnamasi’ and ‘ Amavasya’ 
really denote the component sacrifices, yet they take the singular ending, 
on account of the singleness of the composite whole indicated by these 
sacrifices ; and these words are not the names of the composite wholes 
themselves. Because it is only on account of the co-extensivencss (of the 
‘sacrifice’ as signified by ‘yazéta’ with the name ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Purna- 
masa,’ mentioned in ‘ Dargapurnamadsabhyam ’ ), that we take these, words 
to be the names of sacrifices; and certainly the character of sacrifice 
belongs to the individual sacrifices ‘ Agnéya’ and the rest, and not to the 
composite whole made up by these, That is to say, in the sentence 
‘paurnamdsim yajati’ (or in ‘dargapirnamasabhyam yajéta’), inasmuch 
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as the sucrifice denoted by the root ‘yaji’ is found to be co-extensive 
with the name ‘ paurpamasi,’ we conclude that‘ Paurnamdsi’ is the name of 
a sacrifice; and the character of sacrifice does not belong to any composite 
whole made up by the Agnéya, etc., but to the individual Agnéya, etc., them- 
selves; and hence just as the root ‘ yajz’ (sacrifice) is applicable to each 
one of these sacrifices, so also is the name in question. Nor is it possible 
for the whole composite to appear at one and the same time, because at 
the time that the Agnéya, otc., are performed, they are performed inde- 
pendently of one anothér; and hence at that time there does not appear 
any idea of their forming a composite whole. And hence even in 
consideration of the time of actual performance, we can say that the name 
belongs to each individual sacrifice. 

And further, if the two words were the names of the composite 
wholes, independently of the component sacrifices, then the Directive 
seutence-—‘ Dargapirnamasadbhyam svurgakimo yajéta’—would also lay 
down the composite wholes towards the fulfilment of the particular 
result; and in that case, the component sacrifices not being the means of 
bringing about that result, there would be a single Apūrva proceeding 
from the composite whole itself; and thus there being no individual 
Apirva with each individual sacrifice, there would be absolutely no use 
of performing (or laying down) so many distinct sacrifices, And further, 
the actions laid down in counection with the various sacrifices, all tending 
towards a single Apurva, there would be no restriction as to which action 
should be performed in the course of which particular sacrifice; nor 
would each of the sacrifices be connected with any specific method of 
performance ; and consequently, there would be no use for the consideration 
(in subsequent Adhydyas) of the questions as to the repetition of the 
Actions performed in course of the Agnéya in another sacrifice; and 
further the ‘ Saurya,’ for instance, being a form of the ‘ Agnéya,’ there 
would not be any method of performance applicable to it; as there being 
no such method applicable to the Agnéya only, the only method that would 
be available would be that of all the three Primaries (Agnéya and 
the rest); and as the ‘ Saurya’ is not a form of these three, any such 
method could not be applicable to it; nor again could we have such 
declarations as—‘ The Paurnamasi has only one cake,’ ‘tho Amdvdsyd is 
without the sdnndyya,’ and so forth ; because the number of cakes would 
be the total of all that are employed in all the sacrifices that go to 
form the composite whole, and that number could not be applied to the 
lesser numbers—‘ one,’ etc.,—because the number would be exactly like 
the number ‘ thousand,’ which is not applicable to any part of itself. 

We meet with such declarations as—‘ because of the composite whole 
not being enjoined,’ and ‘because the composite whole is an accessory,’ 
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and so forth ;—we must conclude that such words as those in question 
signify the component parts (and not the whole); as otherwise, being 
denoted by the word, it would be the composite whole that would be 
enjoined ; and as such, being directly connected with the result, that would 
be the Predominant Action (and as such both the above declarations 
would be false). 

For these reasons, it must be concluded that the words ‘ Puurnamdasi’ 
and ‘Amāvāsyã’ denote the individual sacrifices as qualified by the 
two composite wholes. And, though, these sacrifices being many, the 
name would have to take a Plural ending,—yet the singular number 
is due to the indication (of the single composite whole by the individual 
sacrifices) ; and it is with a view to this that the Bhāshya has declared— 
samudayagabdataydvakalpayishyate (It would be taken as indicating the 
composite whole). So again, the Bhashya doclarcs—bhavati hi bahiname- 
kavacanantah samuddyapékshak (the singular ending in the case of many 
things is possible, as referring to the composite whole) ; where the Bhashya 
also has spoken of only an ‘apeksh@ ’—indirect influence—of the compo- 
stte whole, and it does not spoak of this latter as being actually signified 
by the word. The words ‘ crowd,’ ‘ forest’ and the like can be taken as 
similar instances, only when these also are taken as signifying the compo- 
nent individuals as qualified by the composite whole; if, however, they 
signify the composite whole, then they can serve as instances only so far 
as the singular ending based upon the singleness of the composite whole 
is concerned, 

From the above it also follows that the words ‘Darga’ and 
‘ Pūrnamāsa’ are synonymous with ‘ Amdvdsya’ and ‘ Pūrnamāsī’ re- 
spectively (because only under the above conditions could we have the 
dual ending in ‘ durgupérnamasabhyam’). 

Thus then we find that the reference to the composite whole (formed 
by the sacrifices), by the two sentences in question, has its use in making 
possible the two singular endings (in ‘paurnamasim’ and ‘ amavasydm'), 
as based upon the fact of these two names indicating two composite 
wholes; and this will be explained later on, under sūtra 1V -~-1V—34, 
And the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Pargamdasa’ also following the duality of the 
composite wholes, come to refer to the same (1.e., to the Amavasya and the 
Paurnamāsī); specially as there is much similarity between the words 
‘ paurnamāsī’ aud ‘ piirnamdst’; and on account of the word ‘darga’ 
appearing along with ‘ purnamdsa’ (while ‘ Amāvāsyā’ appears with 
‘ Paurnamdast’), the word ‘darga’ also comes to be synonymous with 
‘amdvdsya’. Or it may be by the figurative method of ‘contrary expres- 
sion’ that it would be easier to get at the comprehension of the Amdavasya 
by means of the word ‘ Darga ’—just as the blind is spoken of derisively 
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as ‘one having eyes’; because it will be declared later on that “ because 
the moon is not seen on the Amavasy4, therefore, the Amāväsyā is (derisive- 
ly or figuratively) spoken of as ‘dargu’.” So also at the close of the 
‘Anvarambhaniya’ sentence, it will be shown that the words ‘darga, 
and ‘amavasya’ are synonymous. 

Thus then, the Result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the composite wholes, all the sacrifices other than these 
must be taken as subsidiary to them (the former ones, the Agnéya and the 
rest, being taken as the Primary Sacrifices ; and as such they are not all of 
‘equal importance ’). 


Question: “ When all this has been fully dealt with in the present 
“ Adhikarana, there is no use for introducing the same discussion in the 
“ Fourth Adhydya,” 

Answer: There is nothing very wrong in this: Because it is only 
when the conclusion in the present Adhikarana has been arrived at, that the 
possiblity of the root ‘yaji’ pointing to all the sacrifices mentioned in the 
context gives rise to the corresponding Adhikarana in Adhyaya IV, 
and tho Siddhänta too of that Adhikarana would be arrived at only by 
the help of the present Adhikarana; otherwise the Purvapaksha 
would have to be admitted as the Siddhanta; henco the Adhikaranza intro- 
duced in the fourth Adhydya is only by way of a deduction from the 
present one. 

There is yet another useful purpose served by the Reference 
(Anuvada) in question. It is by means of that alone that we get at the 
direction—‘ The Amdtdsya is to be performed on the Amāvāsyā day and 
the Paurnamasa on the Paurnamasa day,’ which lays down the time for the 
performance of the two sacrifices in question. 

Against this, the following objection might be urged: “ Even this 
“direction is absolutely useless, because the time for the performance is 
“duly pointed out by the sentence which originally enjoined the sacrifice— 
“wiz: the sentence ‘ yadagnéyo ’ shtakapalo amavasydyam paurnamdasyanca- 
“cyuto bhavati.” 

To this we make the following reply: In the sentence that we have 
found, we find the time forming part of the means (of accomplishing the 
Result); whereas in the original Injunctive Sentence, we find it, very 
differently from this, connected with various sacrifices independent of one 
another. 

That is to say, in the original Injunctive Sentence, we find the Time 
mentioned in such a way that it is connected with the Primary sacrifices 
—Agnaya, etc,,—independent of one another, and wholly devoid of their 
subsidiaries. In the sentence that we have brought forward, on the 
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other hand, the Time is mentioned by words with the Instrumental 
termination; and hence it forms pab of the Means (of the accomplish- | 
ment of the particular result); and the instrumentality of these has 

been cognised as belonging to the Primary Sacrifices together with 
their subsidiaries, as connected with one another, jn accordance with 
the Directive Sentence (‘ Dargapirnamdasdabhyam svargakāmo yajeta’) ; 
and hence any further mention of the Instrumentality of these would not 
be necessary ; specially as they are laid down only with reference to the 
particular Time. And inasmuch as what is meant to be so connected 
with Time is the Trio of Primaries, together with the subsidiaries, and 
connected with one another, one of these trios being connected with the 
Paurnamasi, and another with the Améavasya day. And the relationship 
of the sacrifices is such that the moment that one of the trio having been 
begun is being completed,—at that very moment, the other two are also 
taken up; and thus each trio comes to be performed as forming a single 
action. If they were to be performed in accordance with the time laid 
down in the original injunctive sentence, then each of the three would 
come to be performed by itself, separately from the subsidiaries. And 
thus there is a distinct difference between the two ways of taking the 
sentences. 

Objection: “In that case, as the result would be brought about by 
“the two trios with all their subsidiaries, there would as great a necessity 
“for the two Trios being performed together, as there is of the performance 
“of the subsidiaries along with the trio of Primaries; and hence just as 
“the subsidiaries of one trio are recognised as to be performed at the 
“time of its performance, so also would the one trio—the Pūrnamāsī— 
“have to be performed together with the Amāvāsyā (on the Amāvāsyā 
“ day), and vice versa; and hence both of these would come to be performed 
“on both days. Nor would such performance be contrary to the restric- 
“tion of time in the original injunctive sentence, because the Paurna- 
“māsa would be performed on the Paurnamasi day (and also on the 
“ Amāvāsyā). For if one performs the Amdvasya on the Paurnamāsī day, 
“it does not follow that it can never be performed on the Ama@vasya day ; 
“so also with the Paurnamdsa. Nor does the original Injunctive sentence 
“ prohibit the performance of the sacrifices on days other than those 
“‘mentioned therein; because all that the sentence does is to lay down 
“ the performance of the sacrifice on that particular day.” 

To the above we maka the following reply: That sacrifice of which 
the specific time is not known, and of which the specific form does not 
disappear (in the absence of such knowledge of its time),—if the time of 


such a sacrifice is said to depend upon something else, there is nothing 
wrong in this, 


RELATION OF SUBSERVIENCY BETWEEN AGHARAS AND AGNEYA, ETC. 653 


That is to say, the Amäāväāsyä sacrifice, having its time duly mentioned 
in the original Injunction, does not look out for another time, in the shape 
of the Paurnamdast day, which it would get at, by means of its association 
with the Paurnamdsi sacrifice; and similarly the Paurnamdst sacrifice 
would not look for the Amdvasya day; and under the circumstances, 
if these two trios (the Paurnamasa and the Amāvāsyā) were performed at 
any other times, such performance would not be in keeping with the correct 
forms of these sacrifices as laid down in the original Injunctions ; and as such 
they would altogether cease to be the ‘ Darga’ and the ‘ Paurnamdsa ’ (as not 
performed on these days). As for the subsidiaries, however, any parti- 
cular time for the performance of these is not mentioned ; and as such they 
look forward to the mention of such a time; and consequently, there 
being no chance of an incompatibility with the time mentioned in the 
original Injunction, there is no impediment in the way of their being 
connected with the time that is indicated by their peculiar associations. 

Ou this point we have the following objection: ‘The subsidiaries 
“always being performed at the time that their respective primaries are 
“performed, we would have a clear idea of their time, even without such 
“a sentence (as that ‘amdavdsyayim amavasydyaya, etc.), and hence this 
“sentence cannot be admitted to have anything to do with the pointing 
“out of the time of the subsidiaries.” 

To this objection we make the following reply: That the time for the 
subsidiaries is the same as that of the Primaries is not declared by any 
mantras ; ou the other hand, it is this very sentence (that you have objected 
to) that forms the basis of that assertion. 

Objection: ‘‘Those (subsidiaries) that are far removed (in point 
“of time) cannot in any way help the Primary.” 

Reply: Whence have you got such a law that it is only when a 
certain thing is in close proximity with another, that it can afford any 
help? For it is only in accordance with the declarations in the scrip- 
tures that we ascertain whether or not one Action will help another. 
Hence until we have met with a declaration to the effect that it is only 
proximate objects that can render any help, there can be no authority for 
asserting that that which is remote cannot help. 

Objection: “The performance of the Primary together with the 
“ subsidiaries is pointed by a sentence other than what you bring forward. 
“ For instance, we have the sentence—‘ ya tshtya@ pagund soména yaéta sa 
“amavasyaya paurnamasyd yajéta,’—where the word ‘Ishti’ has the 
“ Instrumental ending; and being laid down with reference to the time 
“of the performance of itself together with all its Component Sacrifices 
“and subsidiaries, the required mention of the time is got at by that 
‘* means.” 
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Reply: True, it is got; but the desired performance is not accom- 
plished. Because the word ‘tsh{z’ refers either to the whole collection of 
sacrifices (Primaries and Subsidiaries) or to each of them singly; and it 
never refers to any ‘trio of sacrifices’; consequently, a performance 
based upon that word would be altogether different. That is to say, it is 
ascertained that the word ‘ishti’ does not refer to any ‘trio’; and thus 
the word applying to each sacrifice (as ‘ishti’ is etymologically equivalent 
to ‘sacrifice,’ ‘yajia’), it would follow, from the sentence you have 
brought forward, that each one of the sacrifices, singly, would be per- 
formed on one Am@vasya or on one Pūrnamāsī day. (That is to say, one 
sacrifice would be performed on one Amāväāsyāñ and another on another 
Amavisy&) ; and as such a proper performance of tho sacrifices will not be 
accomplished. It might be urged that—‘‘the word ‘ishti’ might be 
applied, by a particular convention, to all the sacrificos Agnéya and the 
rest, and the word would thus be as applicable to each ‘trio’ 
as itis to the Soma.” But thus too, inasmuch as the Directive sentence 
—‘dargapiirnamiasabhydm svargakamo yajéta’—is one only, both the 
composite sacrifices the ‘ Darga’ as well as the ‘ Paurnamdasa’ would be 
performed either on the Amāväsyā or on the Pūrnamäsi day; and in this 
there wonld be a contradiction of the restriction of time laid down in the 
original Injunction. It might be urged that, “in deference to the original 
Injunction (and also to the signification of the sentence we have brought 
forward), we can accept the two points of time as two alternatives,” But 
then also, just as in accordance with the original Injunction, each Primary 
Sacrifice would be performed alone by itself upon a distinct Amdvdsya 
day,—so also, inasmuch as the Subsidiaries are not differentiated as 
to some of them belonging to the ‘Amavaisya’ while others belong to the 
Paurnamdasa, the performance of all of these Subsidiaries would be done in 
any one place only. And hence, the sentence that you have brought 
forward cannot serve the same purpose that is served by the sentences 
‘ Amavasyam amavisyaya, etc.’; and as such it can be of no use with regard 
to the Primary Sacrifices; hence all that it could do would be to connect 
the particular time with the other modifications of the Primary Sacrifices. 

Objection: “ The performance of all the sacrifices, together, as one 
“action, could very well be brought about by the sentence—‘ samé darga- 
“ purnamdsabhyam yajéta’; because inasmuch as no significance could be 
“attached to the place (denoted by the word ‘same’=on level ground), all 
“that the sentence does is to show that all the sacrifices (the Primary 
“along with its subsidiaries) have to be performed together. (Because 
“ the sentence speaks of ‘dargaptirzamdsa’ as the means; and they could be 
“ montioned as the means only when accompanied by all their Subsidiaries, 
“as urged above by the Siddhanti himself).” 
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Reply: All that the sentence quoted does is to point out that the fact 
of the ground being level (sama) applies equally to all the Sacrifices ; and 
hence the sense of the sentence would only be that in all the sacrifices one 
should have a single level platform, and not many platforms, That is to 
say, even when the sacrifices are performed separately, as they are 
not performed in different places, the mention of a place applies commonly 
to all of them. It might be argued that, “ the common application that the 
sentence would imply being that on account of the peculiar relationship 
between the Davça and the Pirnamdsa, one of them becomes connected 
with the level platform at the same time that the other does.” But in 
that case, inasmuch as all the six primary sacrifices are mentioned 
simultaneously, it would be necessary to perform them simultaneously 
also; and this would be incompatible with the restriction of time laid 
down in the original Injunction. If, however, they were to be performed 
in accordance with the original Injunctiou, then it would be necessary 
to bring about an association of all these sacrifices,—each of which would 
be connected with the prescribed time,—with reference to the ‘level 
platform’; and as such the whole performance would end with the per- 
formance of the six Piimary Sacrifices only; and as for the Subsidiaries, 
they would have to be performed, as not restricted by the time specified 
for the Primaries (because the original Injunction does not prescribe the 
time for the Subsidiaries); and as such they would come to be performed 
between the performances of two Primaries (z.e. between the two 
Amdavasyds on which the two Primaries would be performed). And further, 
as it is only right for the Subsidiary to be repeated with each “Primary, 
each Primary with its Subsidiary would be completed by itself (and there 
would be no composite sacrifice), 

It might be argued that, “ we should connect all the sacrifices with the 
level platform simultaneously, only leaving off that margin of time which 
would be contrary to the prescription of the time in the original Injunc- 
tion.” But in that case, both the ‘trios’ being performed on one 
AmAavasya, or on one Paurnamasi day, the Subsidiaries would be performed 
in proximity to any one of them only. Or again, it would also be possible 
for the Subsidiaries to be performed on any day during the fortnight (be- 
tween the Amāvāsyā and the Pirnamasi). Because in a way the whole of 
this fortnight would be the time for the performance of the Primary ; 
because all that can be meant by the Injunction that the Subsidiaries 
should be performed at the same time as the Primary is that they should 
not overstep the time-limit of the Primary, and not that they should be 
performed close upon it; because this latter would not be possible. And 
thus then, even the sentence that you bring forward would not accom- 
plish the desired performance, 
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The above arguments also apply to the case of the sentence ‘darga- 
pirnamasabhyam svargakamo yajéta’ (íe. even this sentence cannot 
serve the purpose of pointing out the time); because like the place 
(mentioned by ‘samé’ in the sentence brought forward by the opponent), 
the Result also cannot form the object of a sentence; and hence what this 
sentence would lead to would be the performance of all the Primary 
Sacritices—connected with one another and accompanied by all their 
Subsidiaries—at one and the same time, and thus, too, the desired method 
of their performance would not be achieved ; and a single result would be 
brought about by Sacrifices performed at different times. 

It might be argued that—‘ the sentence may be taken as directly 
“ laying down that at the time of the actual appearance of the result, we 
“ should perform, simultaneously, all the Primary Sacrifices, together with 
“all their Subsidiaries, which would show how, and by means of what, the 
“appearing Result could be brought about; and as such there would be 
“ no difference of time in the performance of the sacrifices.” 

But in that case, too, we would have an anomaly in the shape of the 
simultaneous performance of two composite sacrifices. Or, on the other 
hand, in consideration of the original [njunction, each of the sacrifices would 
come, as shown above, to be performed on distinct Amavdsyd days. Nor 
is the time of the actual appearance of the result perceptible to us; 
as that time also is specified only by the time of the actual procedure of 
the sacrifice. Thus then, in consideration of the time prescribed in the 
original Injunction, we would conclude that the time of the appearance 
of the Result would be that time which is taken up by the actual per- 
formance of the Primary and its Subsidiaries; and that the said 
simultaneity would be only so far as that time is concerned; and thence 
the completion of all the Primaries with their Subsidiaries would rest 
either in the six Primaries—the three Paurnamdsas and the three 
Amavasyas, or in the two composites (Darga and Paurnamasa) only. 
And then the Subsidiaries would come to be performed, either along with 
any one of the two Composite Sacrifices, or on any day during the fort- 
night, as shown above. 

For these reasons we conclude that even this sentence—‘ Dargapirna- 
masabhyam svargakdmo yajeta’—cannot bring about the performance of each 
‘trio, together with its Subsidiaries, at the proper time; and this must be 
got at by means of other sentences,—such as the one we liave pointed out 
above, viz: “ amadudsydyam amdavasyayd, etc., which thus comes to serve the 
distinctly useful purpose of pointing out the time for the performance of 
ench of the two ‘trios, etc., etc. 

Objection : “ ln that case, the mention of time in the original Injune- 
tion would be superfluous.” 
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Reply : Why should it be superfluous? Just look for a moment upon 
what follows: If the original Injunction did tot mention the connection 
of the sacrifices with a particular time, then there would be no ground for 
tr. king the sentences ‘ ya erdm etc.’ as references to the two composite 
sacrifices ; that is to say, the words ‘ Paurnamdsya’ and ‘ Amāvasyā’ in the 
sentences ‘ya evam etc,?—are held to refer to sacrifices connected with the 
times expressed by these words. And unless we had a mention of the 
time in the original Injunction, we could never know which sacrifices are 
referred to by these words. And this being unknown, as the sacrifices 
denoted by ‘yajatë, in the sentences ‘ya evdm etc.’, would not be specified 
by the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Pirnamasa’ as comprehended in their true signi- 
fication, the sentences ‘ ya evdm etc.’ would have taken in all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the context ; and as such all these equally would be Primaries. 
Consequently, it becomes necessary that the sacrifices should have been 
previously connected with particular points of time. It is on account of this 
being absolutely necessary that even though the sentence ‘ @jyasya ma nau 
upānçū paurnamadsyam etc.’ forms part of a ‘ Purdkalpa Arthavadu’ (and as 
such is not a pure injunction), yet it has been quoted by the Bhashyaas the 
original Injunction of the Upangu sacrifice, (which is the one next to the 
Agnéya), simply because the sentence contains the word ‘ paurnamadsyam, 
and as such connects the Updangu sacrifice with a particular point of time 
(which is not done by the sentence which is the real original Injunction 
of the Updngi). 


Sūtra (4): Also because we find a peculiarity (in the 
shape of the appearance of the subsidiary P?rayaja in the modifica- 
tions of the Primaries) ; (we cannot hold all to be equally Primaries); 
because they (the Praydjas) could not appear in them (the 
modifications) ¿if all were equal, 


If the sacrifices mentioned by the sentences ‘ ya evdm etc.’ wero dis- 
tinct from all others, then the Aghara and the other Subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and hence, in accordance with the sitra VIII. i, 20, 
the subsidiary Prayājas etc., also, like the Agnéya and the other Primaries, 
would enter into the instrutmental factor (in the bringing about of the 
principal result) ; and as such they would no longer be able to supply the 
want of the method in the Bhavana (bringing about) of the modifications of 
the Primary, which has its Instrument or Means already laid down; and as 
such these modifications would no longer take into themselves these Praya- 
jas etc.; they are actually found to be taken up by these modifications; as 
otherwise we could not have a text enjoining ‘ Krshnala’ as the material to 
be used at the Prarāja, when performed in connection with the modifications. 

83 
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Consequently in order to establish the fact of the Praydja etc. boing 
subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest, we must take the two sentences in 
question as referring to the previously mentioned Sacrifices. 


Sutra (5): Objection: *“ The sentences (‘yadagneya 
“6 etc.’) lay down accessories, because of the direct men- 
‘‘ tion (of the root ‘ yaji’ in the other sentences).” 


“ If we accept distinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 
“tya evam etc.’, then we have the following advantages : (1) Tho singular 
“ number in the word ‘ paurnamdasim ’ becomes quite explicable with refer- 
“ ence to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 
“by the word, of the composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these 
“ sentences as Injunctions, we havea further advantage, viz : the root ‘ yaji’ 
“is found to be directly mentioned, and it is not necessary to infor it 
“from the mention of the Deity (as you have got todo in the case of 
“ holding the Injunction to lie in the sentence ‘ yadagneya ete.’). (3) In 
“ your case the sacrifices enjoined by these inferred ‘ yajis’’ being more than 
“ono, their Apuirvas would also be more than one ; and thus in compari- 
“son with the process of taking the sentences as referring to the before- 
“ mentioned sacrifices, that of taking them as independent Injunctions is far 
“ moro advantageous. As for the appearing of the Praydjus in the modifi- 
“cations (urged in the preceding Siltras), it can be explained, either by 
“qualifying tho injunction of Krshnala in the performance of the 
“ Prayajas in the modifications, by adding the condition ‘in such cases 
“where thore are sentences that must be taken as anuvdda’,—or by taking it 
“as laying down a material for the Prayäja occurring in the Primary it- 
“gelf.” 

“Tt is with reference to all this that the opponent says (in the Bhsāhya): 
“These two alone are the Injunctions of Sacrifices; all other are mere 
‘injunctions of the accessories.” 


The opponent next proceeds to meet the objection that these two 
Sacrifices have no details, Materials or Deities, mentioned : “The words 
** Amavasya’ and ‘ Paurnamédsi, occurring in the sentences ‘ yadagney- 
“ o’sh{akupdlo ctc.’, refer to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ ya evam 
“ete.” ; and as those sentences—‘ yadagneya etc.’—distinctly lay down the 
“ Deities, etc., we have the Deities of our two sacrifices mentioned 
“ directly by the Vedic sentences themselves.” 


Siitra (6): Reply: But they are Injunctions; as 
otherwise many accessories would be declared simul- 
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taneously; because tf they appeared after the sacrifices 
had been enjoined, then their such appearance could be 
only for the sake of the accessories; and as such we 
would have to admit of an injunctive word with each 
accessory. 


The sentences ‘ yadagneya etc.’ cannot be takon as laying down the 
accessories of tho sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ya evam etc.’ Be- 
cause it is a well-recognised rulo that when the Action is one that has been 
already enjoined (by a provious sentence), we cannot lay down more 
than one accessory with regard to it; as itis only when the Action has not 
been otherwise enjoined that even a number of accessories could be laid 
down by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Injunctions of Actions, the Injunctive 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the Bhavana, because it is only this factor 
that is not got at by other means. And so long as this Bh@vand is not fully 
equipped with all its factors, by means of the Denotation of the Root, and 
the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries of the 
sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action ; and hence until all this has been 
fully laid down, the Injunction is not complete. And when it so happens 
that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of the auxili- 
aries that are recognised as constituting the factors of the Bhavanad,—this 
inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the said auxiliaries,— 
then it is that the Bhavani comes to be specified by those specifications 
which are implied by the Instrumental case-endings found in the same 
sentence, and which also aro on the look-out for the Bhāvanā (as the 
object to be specified). And in the case of each word, the Class, Gender 
aud Number, that belong to an object,—all these come to be recognised, by 
means of the direct signification of the particular case ending, as auxili- 
aries to the Bhavana; because all these (Qlass, etc.), on account of being 
expressed by the samo word, have among themselves the relation of the 
qualification and the qualified, and are not recognised as belonging to, or 
depending upon, one another (and as such must be concluded to form part 
of something else ; and that is the Bhavana). And thus it is that all words, 
near the Bhavana, or removed from it, fallin with the Bhavand, notwith- 
standing their remoteness or proximity,—in the way that wo have 
explained under the Adhikurana on Anushanya in the foregoing Pada of 
this Adhytya. Anditisonly then that, having got hold of a Bhavana fully 
endowed with all its qualifications, the Injunction becomes complete. 

And as in all such cases the Injunction lays down the qualified Bhavana 
by a single effort, it does not entail any such anomaly as the assumption of 
various potencies in the Injunction. Because it is only when tho direct 
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functionings of words are multiplied that it becomes very complicated ; and 
when the words end in expressing a single fact, then there is nothing in- 
compatible in the indirect implication of many things. That is to say, the 
direct Injunction having been once utilised in the laying down of the 
quilitied Bhavand,—if it were taken again to directly function towards the 
laying down of something else, then it would be necessary to repeat the 
Injunctive word over again; and this being incompatible with the Veda, 
would not be warrantable; when, however, the Jnjunctive word has 
ceased its functioning with once having laid down the Bhavana, then, on 
account of the apparent inconsistency of its own signification, it would 
give birth to (i.¢., indirectly imply) other Injunctive words expressive of 
such qualifications (as would be necessary for removing the said inconsis- 
tency); and in this the original Injunctive word would not have to give up 
its one form as appearing in the Vedic text; although it would serve all 
the purposes that would be served by various repetitions of itself. 

And though in this manner the Injunction of the qualification would 
appear after the original Injunction of the Bhavana itself, yet, in accordance 
with the law laid down under the Adhikarana on ‘ Akrti’ (in the first 
Pāda of the first Adhyadya), the qualifications themselves will have 
appeared before that. That is to say, though, asa matter of fact, the 
Apparent Inconsistency due to the fact of the Bhavana being qualified, 
appenrring subsequently, leads to an idea of the Injunction of the qualifica- 
tion, long aftor that of the original Injunction (of the Bhdvant),—yet, in 
accordance with the rule arrived atin the Adhikarana on ‘ Akrti,’ as it is 
impossible for the Bhavana to be qualified, in the absence of the qualifica- 
tions themselves, it must be admitted that these must have been full- 
fledged entities from before ; as it is through these alone that any idea of 
the Bhāvanā being qualified could be brought about. 

All these Injunctions (of qualifications), pointed out by the apparent 
inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either simultaneously or one 
after the other. And thus we find that if we admit a sentence to be the 
Injunction of a fresh Bhavana, then it becomes an easy matter to get 
at the Injunctions of its accessories, by the help of the original Injunction 
of the qualified Bhavana, which is capable of giving birth to various Injunc- 
tions. 

On the other hand, however (if the sentence be taken as only referring 
to a Bhavana previously enjoined by another sentence), this is not possible. 
Because, as a rule, it is only when the Primary is carried to a place, that it 
draws with itself all its accessories; while if it is one of the accessories that 
is carried, it does not carry with itself another Accessory, because these two 
are not so intimately connected. That is to say, when the Bhdvanda is such 
as has been got at from another sentence, then the Injunctive word in the 
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sentence in question cannot enjoin that Bhavana over again—as a 
repeated injunction of the Bhavana would bo as useless as the powdering 
of that which has already been powdered ; and then, not performing its in- 
junctive function, it does not become the means of giving birth to various 
Injunctions with regard to things connected with that Bhadvand; as it is 
only when the Injunctive word enjoins the qualified Bhavana that it makes 
possible the assumption of such Injunctions ; and this is not possible in the 
case in question ; henco the Injunctive Affix is found to be such as has 
its direct exprossive potency quite inoperative (towards the injunction of 
the Bhavana); and hence, in accordance with the rule laid down under 
the sūtra ‘dnarthakydt tadangeshu,’ that Injunctive Affix comes down 
from the Bhāvanä and directs itself towards the auxiliaries con- 
nected with it. And thon those qualifications of Class, Gender and 
Number, which qualify the auxiliary expressed by a single word, serve to 
point out that auxiliary,—exactly in the way that we have explained in 
the case of the Injunction of a qualified Bhavana : and as such these qualifica- 
tions are all enjoined ; and hence, iu the case of a single word, even though 
the Bhavana has been enjoined by another sentence, it is possible to have 
the Injunction of many things (in connection with it). When, however, 
there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by many words (as 
in the case of the sentences ‘agnéyosh{akapalahk etc.’),—then, in that case, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, 
the words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one onother) ; 
and hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has 
nothing to do with any other; and when it would betake to this latter, 
it could not have anything to do with another, and so on ; because of all of 
them being wholly unconnected with one another. For these reasons it is 
not possible, in this case, to have the one implied by the other, as we had 
in tho caso of the Injunction applying to the Bhavana. 

Thus then in this case, the original Injnnction not giving birth to other 
Injunctions, the former, being one only, would be wholly taken up in the 
laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration that it lays down 
another also, would not be possible, unless we meant to repeat the original 
Injunction; this would entail the anomaly of all these repented 
Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having no authority). 
This is what is meant by the second half of the sūtra, which means that if 
the sentence were taken as laying down an action that has been already 
previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be for the purpose of 
mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would have to be 
repeated for the sake of the Injunction of each one of the accessories. 

The Bhashya says :— parasparasambundhe cãsati etc.’ (when there is no 
mutual connection etc.) ; and this is meant to show that when there is no 
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such connection, there is no apparent inconsistency that could serve as the 
ground for having an injunction of the qualified Bhavana. 

Even in everyday life, we find that when the chief man—the king, for 
instance, is carried toa place, he always carries with himself all his invari- 
able attendants ; whereas when one of these attendants goes to a place, no 
other attendant moves a single step; for the carrying of each 
attendant, it becomes necessary to make a fresh effort; and it is absolutoly 
impossible to move all the attendants by a single effort; hence it is im- 
possible for many accessories to be taken up by a single Injunction. 

It is this fact that the Bhashya proceeds to explain in detail: The 
sentence ‘ dynéyoshtakapalak etc.’ cannot be taken as laying down the 
asht@kapala with reference to the Paurnamiasi sacrifice (held to be enjoined 
by the sentence ‘ya évam ete.’) ; because the mention of the form of the 
Ashtakapala has still got to be made; and as such mention could be got at 
with very great difficulty, how could the sentence serve the purposo 
of laying down any other object? This is what is meant by the assertion 
(in the Bhashya) that ‘ there being no relationship of the word bhavati, there 
is no connection (of the sacrifice) with dgnéya’ [that is to say, in the 
sentence ‘ ashtakapdlo bhavati’ the word ‘ bhavati’ denotes the existence of 
the astțākapäla, and as such the Paurnamasi is connected, by means of this 
sentence, with the ustakapdala, and not with the Aynéya, because this latter 
is in no way connected with tho ‘bhavati’]. If, however, tho sentence be 
taken as laying down the Aynéya with referenco to the Paurnāmāsī sacri- 
fice, then too, we have the same difficulty of having a mention of the actual 
form of the Agnéya ; and as this difficulty in both cases is exactly similar, 
the Bhashya has not noticed it in connection with this second alternative, 
and has only pointed out the fact of the sacrifice, in this case, not having 
connection with the ashtakapdala. Even when we take the sentence as 
meaning that ‘the Agnéya qualified by the Puurnamdasi sacrifice is 
ashtakapala,’ or that ‘the ash{takapala qualified by that sacrifice is Agnéya,’— 
in any case we are faced by the following difficulties: (1) the mention 
of the origin of that Agnéya or Ashfakapala which is described ; (2) the 
difficulty of connecting them with the Puurnamdsi sacrifice; (3) the 
mention of the origin of that (Agnéya or Ashtakapdala) which is enjoined 
(with reference to another) ; and (4) the difficulty of connecting the Agnéya 
and the Ashtākapāla with each other ; and thus the whole thing would be- 
come too complicated. If the word ‘ paurnamāsī’ be taken with both of 
them at one and the samo time, then, in the first place, it would be necessary 
for us to have origins for both; and secondly, we would have to assume a 
mutual relationship among them. Nor can the two be said to qualify 
(or restrict) each other—as is done by the various qualifications mentioned 
in the sentence ‘arunaya pingikshya ekuhtyanya gav soman krīņāti’; 
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because that would entail the anomaly of having a qualified Injunction. 
Consequently, it must be admitted that it is tho Paurnamasi, as unaffected 
by the Astakapila, that is connected with the Agnéya, or thatit is the 
Paurnamasi, as unaffected by the Agnéya, that is connected with the 
Astakapdéla; and as such there can be no conncction between the Ayneyu 
and the Ashtakapdla. 

With a view to meet this difficulty if ono were to take the sentence at 
the very outset, as laying down the material (Ashfakapdla) and the Deity 
(Agni mentioned in the word ‘ Agnéya’) of the Paurnamd@si sacrifice, then 
he would have to face the following difficulties : (1) the mention of the 
actual forms of these two (Agnéya and Ash{akapala), (2) the injunction of 
one in regard to another, (3) the connecting of those two with one 
another, when both are enjoined at one and the same time; (4) and then 
over and above all these, the connecting of these two with the Paurnamdasit 
sacrifice (which is held to be enjoined by another sontence—‘ Ya évam etc.’) 

And thon, for the purpose of meeting these difficulties, it becomes 
necessary to take the sentence ‘ yaddgneyak etc.’ as only laying down the 
connection of the Ash{akapdla in connection with the sacrifice, with reference 
to the Deity mentioned in some other sentence : this is what is meant by the 
Bhashya, “ kena cit dgnéyak sankalpitah ” ; some people take this sentence 
as meaning that “if one were to bring in the Agnéya that had been given 
away. by another performor” ; but this does not appear correct, because 
such bringing would be tantamount to stealing, in the midst of his per- 
formance, the material prepared by another person. Therefore, we must 
take the word ‘sankalpitak’ as containing a double causative affix,—the 
moaning of the sentence thus being “if we take Aynéya as laid down in 
another passage,—for instance, the one that contains the word ‘ rukkamah’ 
(desiring a bright complexion, ctc.). 

In reply to this argument itis said that in that case, the word Agnéya 
(as understood from that other sentence) being taken as simply mentioned 
(in the sentence ‘ yadagneyak etc.’) for the purpose of establishing the 
connection of the Ashfakapala (with the PaurnamAsi sacrifice), then it is 
not known what is the Deity in the Paurnumasi sacrifice ; and if it be held 
that the Agnéya is laid down with referenco to the Ash{akapala as qualified 
by the Paurnamast, then there is a syntactical split; and in this way 
we can go on showing the ondless syntatical splits consequent upon all 
the various constructions that could, in accordance with the opponent’s 
theory, be put upon the sentence—the constructions that have been shown 
under the Adhikarana on Akrti in Pada i. of Adhyaya I. 

Thus then in the sentence ‘ Agnéya otc.’ we must havo the injunction of 
the connection of a material and a Deity; but this connection is not 
possible with regard to any sacrifice that may have been previously 
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enjoined by other sentences; and hence, in accordance with the sitra 
‘gunagcdptirva-sambandhak’ we must admit a distinct sacrifice to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence (‘ yad@gneyah etc.’) ; and then we have 
the same ‘ripavacana (non-mention of the form)’ that was urged in 
the third sifra ; and as such the sentence ‘ ya vam ete? must be taken 
as only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence ‘ yadagnéyak, 
etc.’ And by this we are forced to have recourse to indirect indication, etc., 
for the purpose of explaining the singular ending (in ‘ Paurnamasim’). 

And further, the sentence ‘ yadagneyah etc.’ cannot be complete until 
it lays down an action not laid down by any other sentence; and so long 
as its own full signification is not complete, it cannot require the aid of 
another sentence. That isto say, that ‘the Ashtakapala becomes’ is not 
a functioning by the human agent ; nor is it possible for a sentence to lay 
down only the functioning of a cake ; because such functioning would not 
have the character of any particular Bhavana. And thus it being 
necessary to assume a particular functioning of the human agent, we 
naturally fall upon the assumption of the sacrifice. And though when a 

functioning (that of the cake) is actually perceptible, itis not quite right to 
assume an inferred one,—yet, in the case in question, the sentence being not 
incomplete, and (as such not standing in need of another sentence) the mere 
fact of the root ‘ yaji’ (signifying the sacrifice) being found in the sentence 
containing the words ‘amāvāsyā’ and ‘ paurndmasi’ (i.e., the sentence 
‘ya évam etc.’), which is not in close proximity to the sentence in question, 
cannot preclude the aforesaid inferential assumption. And when the 
‘sacrifice’ has been inferred, the sentences ‘ ya évam etc.’ are found to have 
the exact form of mere description (or reference); and for this reason 
they are actually admitted to be as such. 

And further, because in the sentence ‘ yadāgneyo etc.’ the word ‘yat’ 
ig co-extensive with (refers to) the Action (of being, of the cake), while the 
‘yat’ in the sentence ‘ ya évam ete.’ refers to the agent,—and as it is the 
latter kind of ‘yat,’ and not of the former, that precludes the injunctive 
function—the mere presence of tle word ‘yat’ in the former sentence 
cannot be in the way of its being taken as an Injunction. On this, 
we have the following declaration :—“ When connected with the verb, 
the word ‘yat’ does not disable the Injunction; when, however, it is 
connected with the Agent, then it distinctly points to the fact of the 
sentence being a mere referenco to something that has been enjoined in a 
previous sentence.” 


Sutra (T): The mention of these also is like that. 


If the Amadvasyad were a single sacrifice, then the two materials—the 
Sanndayya (Curd and Butter) and the Oshadhi (Herbs)—would be 
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optional alternatives; and then, why should there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of the two alternative materials) ? 

When there are various sacrifices, thon the Ganndyya and the Oshadhi 
come to be taken as both forming the matorials to be offered in various 
sacrifices, and as such all the various materials having to be prepared for 
the Amivasya sacrifice, it becomes quite relevant to speak of the prepara- 
tion of one of these before the other,—which would bo entirely irrelevant 
in any other case, 

And further, in accordance with the Pirvapaksha, over and above the 
three sacrifices, there would be a fourth (in the shape of that enjoined by 
the sentence ‘ya évam etc.’); and as such the passage quoted in the 
Bhashya would refer to them as ‘utlarāni’ (in the plural), and not as 
‘uttaré’ (in the Dual) (which refers to the two composite sacrifices, the 


Darga and the Paurnamasa). 


Sūtra (8): Also because we find (in the Veda) indica- 
tive words. 

If the sentences ‘ya évam etc.’ enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then 
the number of sacrifices would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, the 
number would be less than ‘ thirteen’ and ‘ fourteen,’ which are the num- 
bers that are mentioned in connection with the Libations in the Darga and 
the Paurnamasa. Because these numbers could be possible only if in the 
Paurnamésa there were three, and in the Darra two, primary libations 
(and ‘this would not bo the case if the sentences ‘ya évam etc.’ are taken 
either as the Injunctions of independent sacrifices, or as the Injunctions of 
Accessories). 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences ‘ya évam ete.’ 
merely refer to the two previously mentioned composite sacrifices. To this 
effect, we have the following declaration: “ (1) Because the enjoined 
sacrifice has uo form (material, ctc.), (2) because the words of the sentence 
directly denote the sacrifices mentioned in the context, and (3) because it 
is only in these latter sacrifices that we find distinct forms and details,— 
we must admit the sentences ‘ya évum etc.’ to be mere references to the 
two composite sacrifices laid down in the preceding sentence.” 


84 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[Treating of the First Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana. | 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (9): * The case of the upancu would be like the 
Paurnamasi.”? 


The following three Adhikaranas treat of the exceptions to the general 
rule arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

[There is one sentence :—‘ ami va eladyajnasya kriyaté yadancau puro- 
dagau, upaincnyajamantara yajati,’ and then we have a set of sentences— 
‘ vishnurupānçu yashtavyoyaAmitvdya, prajapatirupangu yashtavayo'jāmi- 
tvāya, agnishomavupangu yashtavydvajamitvdya’; and on these there arises 
the following question : does the expression ‘ upānçuyājam’ in the first 
sentence only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices men- 
tioned in the latter set of sentences ? or does it serve to lay down an in- 
dependent sacrifice by itself? And on this question, we have the purvapaksha 
embodied in the sūtra; and in support thereof we have the following argu- 
ments. | 

“ To the sentence ‘ updnguydjam etc.’ apply all the conclusions arrived 
“at in the foregoing Adhikarana.” 

“ Because, inasmuch as the sacrifices laid down in the latter set of 
“ sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly 
“ mentioned, while that which is mentioned in the first sentence has no 
“such accessory mentioned, we cannot but conclude that this latter 
“sacrifice depends upon the former sacrifices, 

“That is to say, in the three sentences, we have the affix tavya with 
“the verb; and as such they have the character of absolute Injunction, 
“and hence, if we were to assume these sentences to enjoin independent 
“ sacrifices, then we would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objec- 
“ tions of the details of these being unknown, and also of tho neccessity of 
“ having to assume many unseen factors,” 

“ And further, we find each of the latter three sentences mentioning the 
‘‘removal of the evil effects of the jäm: (a technica] flaw in the perform 
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“ance of a sacrifice, explained below); and it is with regard to this flaw of 
“the Jami that the first sentence mentions the upānçū sacrifice. That is to 
“say, looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the last, 
“we find that the mention of ‘jamz’ (in the first sentence) and the 
“ ‘removal of Jami’ (mentioned in the last three) form one subject ; and 
‘‘ from this it is clear that it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
“Tujunctious, whereas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
“ Arthavaida ov Injunction (by which it could be taken as containing the 
“ Injunction of a sacrifice). Then again, the special purpose served by the 
“ first sentence referring to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 
“in the latter sentences), is that ıt is only thus that any one of the three 
“ sacrifices (laid down by the three sentences) can be taken as a sacrifice in- 
“dependent of the other two; it is only by making the first sentence (which 
“ mentions a definite point of time, in the shape of the interrim between 
“the offerings of two cakes) supplementary to the last three sentences, that 
“all the three sacrifices becoming connected with that particular time, 
“each of them comes to be taken as an independent primary sacrifice. 

“The Bhashya has represented the opposer of the Parvapaksha as 
“bringing forward the objection that the first sentence might be taken as 
“laying down a sacrifice with the upānçū as its accessory (and as such the 
“ sacrifice laid down by it cannot be said to be without a definite accessory). 
“ And some people take exception to this sentence of the Bhdshya, on the 
“ground that the Deity and the Material to be offered being the only two 
“ accessories of a sacrifice, one ‘ upangu’ cannot rightly be spoken of as such 
“an ‘accessory.’ But this is not a very effective objection ; because any- 
“thing that characterises or specifies a sacrifice (distinguishes it from other 
“ sacrifices) is its accessory ; and there is no doubt that the ‘upānçu '-ness 
“ (ie. the quietness with which the Mantras are recited) serves to dis- 
“tinguish a sacrifice: and as such it can very well be spoken as an 
“i accessory,” 

“The Purvapakshin meets this objection by declaring that such u word 
as upānçūyājn cannot very well, etc. And the sense of this is that 
“if the word ‘ upangayaja’ be etymologically explained in a way that 
“ would point out upangu as the distinguishing feature of the sacrifice, 
“ie, if the compound be explained as upānçū wyate yah sa—then 
“the resultant word would be ‘upānçūyāga’ and not ‘ upānçūyāja,’ 
‘in accordance with Panini’s sūtra VIL[—iii—52. While on the other hand, 
“if the word ‘ upancayaja’ be taken as the name (of the whole set of three 
‘sacrifices, and not as layiug down the accessory of an independent 
“ sacrifice), inasmuch as uo etymological explanation of a name is 
“ necessary, there would be no room for the grammatical anomaly—the 
“ word being taken as a complete whole by itself.” 
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“The opponent brings forward another objection—ndnvévam sati etc. 
“ And the sense of this is that even when the word is taken as a Name, then 
“ain accordance with the safra I—iv—4, the applicability of that name 
“ (upānçūyñja) to the set of three sacrifices would depend solely upon the 
‘* presence in each of these three sacrifices, of the feature of upingu-ness,— 
“ which presence is laid down by the sentence ‘ vishnurupangit yashtavyah’ 
“ etc.: and then the etymological explanation and the consequent anomaly 
“ cannot be avoided.” 

“The Purvapakshin replies to this objection by declaring that it is not 
“ necessary for us to take the word ‘ upānçuyāja’ as referring to the set of 
“ threo sacrifices, as this reference can be made by the word ‘ yajatz’ in the 
“same sentence (and all that we mean is that the first sentence only 
“refers to the three sacrifices). Then, too, it is only in the case of an 
“ Injunction that it is necessary for each word to fit in with the particular 
“ sacrifice; while in the case of the Name, the applicability of this word is 
“made to rest upon the fact of the root ‘ yajt’ only roferring to the set 
“of three sacrifices; and thus there being even a slight ground of 
“similarity, there would be nothing incongruous in the applicability of the 
“Name (and hence it is not necessary to have recourse to an etymological 
“ explanation ; and hence there will be no occasion for the grammatical 
“anomaly ).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (10): But it is an Injunction, because of there 
being no other sacrifice mentioned in the context. 


The sentence ‘updngiydjam yajati ’ is the Injunction of an indepen- 
dent sacrifice ; and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences. (1) Because there being no other 
sacrifices mentioned in the context, the sentence cannot be taken as a 
mere reference; and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the 
sentences ‘vishnuk etc.’ 

In the case of the sentence mentioning the Vacgudnara sacrifice, we 
find that from beginning to end the text treats of ‘twelve cakes,’ aud 
hence the mention of the numbers ‘eight’ and the rest come to be taken as 
forming part of the ‘twelve’ ; and as such the sentences mentioning these 
smaller numbers are not taken as separate Injunctions of those numbers. 
In the same manner in the case in question, we find that the Injunction is 
introduced by the words ‘7dmi vā état’ which describe a certain flaw in 
the sacrifice ; and it is clear that such mention of the flaw must have 
some bearing on—and be needed by—a certain enjoined sacrifice ; 
consequently it appears that the sentences ‘vishnu etc.’ speaking of 
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the removal of that flaw serve the purpose of eulogising that enjoined 
sacrifice. When it so happens that between the offering of two cakes 
there is no other action to be performed, then we have what is called the 
flaw of ‘7am’; and hence the mention of the ‘removal of jamz’ must be 
taken as eulogising that action which would be laid down as to be per- 
formed between the two offerings; and from this it follows that in the case 
iu question, what has to be eulogised is the sacrifice Upangu, which is dis- 
tinctly laid down as to be performed “in the interrim’’; while in the 
sentences ‘vishnuh etc.’ we find described the ‘removing of the ‘jām’ 
which is the eulogy required by the aforesaid Upangn sacrifice; and 
consequently we disregard the injunctive character of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required; and hence 
all of them come to be taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find the “interrim’’ mentioned as the time, in the sentences 
‘vishnuh etc.’ ; and as such the ‘7am,’ with a mention of which the 
context was introduced, not having any direct connection with these 
sentences, these cannot be taken as embodying the Injunctions of any 
actions for the removal of that ‘j@mi’; and hence too the “removing of 
jami” mentioned in these sentences cannot be taken as eulogising 
these latter Injunctions. On the other hand, that action, which is 
mentioned directly in connection with the time ‘“interrim,” is distinctly 
found to be the object of Injunction by the sentence that begins with the 
mention of ‘jamz’; and then on this ground, the other sentences come 
to have their use in eulogising that Action; under the circumstances, 
it is scarcely right to accept an Injunction that would entail the assump- 
tion of many imperceptible elements. 

And further, in the case of the sentences ‘ wishnuh etc.’, these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with Vishnu etc., the ‘ sacrifice’ would 
be indirectly implied as subordinate to that connection; and so long as 
a directly-expressed sacrifice is available (in the sentence ‘upānçum etc.’) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be en- 
joined. 

That is to say, the affix ‘ tavya ’ in ‘ yashtavyah’ is in the passive, and as 
such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘vishnu’ to whom the 
‘sacrifice ’is subordinate (the sentence meaning etymologically that Vishnu 
is the objective of the sacrifice); and the performability of the sacrifice could 
be only inferred indirectly from the sentence,—the factor of the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
being extracted out of the word “ yushtavyak”’; and this would be scarcely 
proper ; because we have a direct Injunction of the Sacrifice in the sentence 
‘antara yajati’ Even though it were possible for the sentence ‘ vishnwh » 
to be taken apart from the sentence ‘antarā yajati’, yet all that they could 
do would be to lay down the Deities for that sacrifice which is laid down 
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as to be performed “in the interrim ” (in the sentence ‘ antard, etc.’) ; and 
they could not lay down distinct Actions. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible even for the Deity to be laid 
down by such sentences. Because the word ‘ yashfavyah ’ in these does not 
signify either the Deity or that to which something is given; because all 
that they actually signify is a material subordinate (belonging) to the 
sacrifice ; consequently what we have to do is to take the potency of the 
objective as the predominant element ; and as such what the word would 
signify would be whatis signified by the Accusative case-ending ; and 
certainly that does not establish the character of the Deity. Because 
the root ‘yajz’ meaning ‘to give away,’ its actual objective is that 
which is given away ; and henco the only possible explanation would be that 
the Deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly connected with the Sacrifice. Butin this way, the words come to 
have two objectives; and hence, in accordance with the sūtra ‘samaptih 
çabdārthah, [II—iv—23] what happens is that the objective, in the shape 
of the thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the shape of the Deity 
worshipped, becomes manifested ; and the verb thereby coming to be re. 
cognised to have only one objective (in the shape of the Deity worshipped ), 
it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that the 
Deity could be spoken of as the objective, asin the sentence ‘ vishnum 
yajati ’ (in the Active voice) or ‘ vishnuryushtavyah’ (in the Passive). And 
certainly in this we do not find any denotation of the Deity; all that we 
find is that the character of Deity (of Vishnu) is indirectly indicated by the 
apparent inconsistency of its objective character. 

Objection: “ The root ‘yujt’ signifying the worshipping of a Deity, 
“the word signifying the objective of that root would be synonymous with 
“the word ‘Deity’; and hence itis scarcely correct to say that in the 
“ sentences quoted the Deity is only indirectly indicated.” 

Reply: As a matter of fact, the root ‘yaji’ does not directly signify 
the worshipping of a Deity ; because if that were the case, then Hymning 
also, which is a kind of worship, would come to be denoted by the root 
‘yajt’; but we shall show later on that when there is a Hymning of the 
Deity, that Deity cannot be said to be thereby worshipped, in the way that 

¢the guest is worshipped. That is to say, at the time that one is hymning a 
Deity, even if he be engaged in actual worship, it is not said ‘sa yajaté.’ 
And inasmuch as, in this case of Hymning, the actual form of the sacrificial 
Deity (namely that of being one to whom an offering is made) is not 
present in the Deity hymned, that Deity does not attain the character of 
an object of worship, like the Guest. And further, that the root ‘ yajt’ does 
not signify worship, we shall show later on, in Adhyaya 1X. Even when the 
root ‘yari’ is taken to mean ‘giving’, the Deity to whom the gift 
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is made cannot be said to have the character of the objective; as for 
instance, the Teacher who is worshipped by means of gifts is not found to 
have the character of the objective. 

Objection : “In that case, the word mentioning the Deity would 
“always have the Dative ending (and then how would you explain the pres- 
“ ence of other case-endings in words actually mentioning the Deity) ? ” 

Reply: The sampradanatva (the principal element in the Dative) of 
the Deity is never of the same precise type as that of the Teacher; be- 
cause the Deity is not the actual receiver of the gift (not having a body, 
etc.). And further, we do, in certain cases, find the Dative ending with 
words mentioning the Deity, for instance, ‘ yadabhyam grihitva somaya 
yajate ete? But, in all cases, the Deity has got neither the precise 
character of the sumpradana (receiver of the gift), nor that of the 
particular objective ; nor by itself could it be either the receiver of the 
gift or the objective, with reference to the root ‘ yay’ (sacrifice). Then the 
character of one of these two is attributed to it, simply because, while being 
actually found to help in the accomplishment of the Action—and thereby 
having the character of the ‘kāraka’ (Instrumeut)—there is no seventh 
case that could fit it exactly. Nor by itself, in the form that is signified 
by the word oxpressive of the Deity, does the Deity become related to the 
denotation of the root ‘yajz.’ Under the circumstances, even though the 
actual receiving of the offering is not present in the case, yet by the mere 
fact of the offering being made with regard to it, we assume the presence 
of the complex conditions of the Dative ; and hence speak of the Deity in 
the Dative; and at times, the character of being reached, that belongs to 
one with regard to whom the offering is made, is assumed in the case of 
the offering ; and as aion the Deity is, sometimes, spoken of as the objective 
of the whole root ‘ yaj?.’ 

Thus then, (1) ina case where we find an Injunction wherein the Deity 
is mentioned in the Dative Case, for instance, ‘ somaya yajaté,’ we must ex- 
plain it as meaning that ‘ the offering should be made to that Deity, as if 
creating its right of ownership in the object offered’;—(2) when we 
meet with an Injunction in which the Deity is mentioned as the objective 
(for instanco, vishnuryashtavyah), its meaning is that it is the Deity refer- 
ence to whom should be made for making the offering. It is for this reason 
that in a case where the only action of the Offerer lies in referring to (or 
thinking of) the Deity, and there is no actual offering made, we find the 
direction ‘hotaryaja’ (where all that the Hotri priest does is to think of 
the Deity to whom the offering has been made). 

Thus we find that both of these—the Dative and the Objective character 
—apply to the Deity ouly indirectly. And of these two again, we find that 

* the character of the Dative is more closely related to the Deity (than that 
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of the Objective), because it is the Dative alone that is an invariable con- 
comitant of the action of giving, though its complete applicability has been 
found to be open to objection; while as for the Objective, we find that it is 
present also in actions other than giving, and as such not being a necessary 
concomitant of the action of giving, it is not so closely related to the Deity. 
Hence it is concluded that the character of the Objective of the root 
‘yaji’ is not fully applicable to the word ‘Deity’, just as the character of 
the Deity too is not found to be wholly applicable in the case in question. 
Because, asa rule, the Deity is always mentioned either by the use of the 
word ‘Deity’ itself, or by the use of a word with a nominal affix which 
signifies the Deity; and never by means of any of the case-endings. For 
instance, when laying down the appearance of the Nominal affixes signifying 
the Deity, the words that Panini employs are notin the forms ‘ idama- 
gnayé ’ (with the Objective ending) or ‘ tēna krītam’ (in the Instrumental) ;— 
that is to say, in all the rules laying down the use of Nominal affixes, we 
tind that its use is laid down by means of words with those very case- 
endings, which themselves are capable of signifying the same meaning 
that is meant to be expressed by the Nominal affix laid down; for 
instance, we have such rules as (1) ‘tad vahati’ (with the Objective), 
(2) ‘tena krtam’ (with the Instrumental), (3) ‘tasmai hitam’ (with the 
Dative), (4) ‘tata dgatak’ (with the Ablative), (5) tasyapatyam (with the 
Possessive-Genitive), and (6) ‘tatra bhavah ’ (with the Locative);—in the 
case of the Deity, however, we find that the appearance of the Nominal affix 
expressive of the Deity, is laid down by such words as ‘ sa’sya devata,’ and 
not as ‘ tasyai idam?’ (with the Dative) or ‘ tamanéna’ (with the Objective). 
And hence we conclude that the Deity is not denotable by any other means 
save by the actual mention of the word ‘ Deity’ itself, or by the Nominal 
affixes specially laid down as expressing the Deity. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the sentence ‘ Vishnurupaincu 
yashtavyah’ does not serve the purpose of pointing out a Deity. And 
consequently, in taking this sentence as an independent Injunction, we 
would have to get at the requisite Bhavana only by undertaking all the 
trouble of assuming a Deity. And certainly in comparison with all these 
assumptions, it is more reasonable by far to take the sentence as a mere 
Arthavada (of the sacrifice laid down in ‘ antarā yajati’). 

On the other hand, in the case of the sentence ‘ antara yayati ’—though 
it might be argued that it is an injunction of the time (of the sacrifice) as 
the “interrim”’,—and as such it cannot be taken as laying down the 
sacrifice itself,—yet, as there is no other way of taking it, we take the 
sentence to be an Injunction of the sacrifice as qualified by the particular 
time; specially as we find that this sentence cannot be taken otherwise, not 
even as an Arthavida like the other sentences (‘vishnuh ete.).’ 
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EXCEPTION TO ADHI (3). 678 


Objection: “But we have shown above that the sentence ‘ antard, etc. 
“ has its use in speaking of the three sacrifices (to Vishnu, etc.) as one 
“ composite whole”. 

Reply : How the sentence cannot serve this purpose we shall show 
later on, when explaining the sūtra ‘anydrthadargandat’ [1I—iii—29]. And 
further, in this sentence we find that inasmuch as the ‘tnterrim’? is a point 
of time, it cannot form the predicate of a sentence; and as such (the 
‘interrim ’ not being an object of Injunction), we admit the Action to be the 
object of the Injunction contained in the sentence; and then too, as we find 
that the sacrifice in question, that could be connected with the time, is not 
laid down (in any other sentence), we have also to admit the sentence 
(‘ antara, etc.’) to be the original Injunction of the sacrifice also. That is to 
say, in the sentence in question, we find that a distinct self-sufficient 
Bhavana, with all its accessories, is laid down with reference to a point 
of time (the “ interrim ”) which, by itself, could be the predicate of the 
sentence ; and we do not find any such Bhavana denoted by the sentences 
‘ vishnuryashtavyahk, eto.’ ; and hence there is nothing incongruous in accept. 
ing the former sentence as the original Injunction (of that Bhavana). 

Even if the sentences ‘ vishnuk, etc.’ could be taken as injunctions of 
sacrifices, the particular sacrifice laid down by the sentence ‘antard, ete, ’ 
must be an entirely distinct one ; and this sentence could not be taken as 
merely referring to these sacrifices. Itis with a view to this that the Bhashya 
has declared —karmdntarasya vacakah syat. As there is nothing incompatible 
in the Deity being an object of Injunction, the sentences ‘vishnuh, etc.’ could 
be taken as laying down deities for the sacrifice (enjoined by the former 
sentence) ; and thus too we find that it is these sentences (‘vishnuh, etc.’) 
that serve the purpose of referring to a previously enjoined sacrifice (for the 
purpose of laying down its Deities), and not the former sentence itself. 

Even if these sentences are taken as Injunctions of Sacrifices, though 
there is an original sacrifice (in the shape of that enjoined by the sentence 
‘antara, etc.’), yet there are no such original sacrifices as have Vishnu, ete., 
for their Deities ;—this is what the word ‘ aprakrtatvdt’ in the sūtra means. 

Or the Bhashya— karmdntarasya vacakak syat ’—may be explained in 
the following manner: the sentence ‘ antard, etc.’ would denote only that 
sacrifice which is enjoined as distinct from the Agnéya and the rest. 
Consequently on account of the time “interrim”’ not being capable of 
forming the predicate, it must be admitted that the sentence is the 
absolute Injunction of a sacrifice; and as snch the other sentences must be 
mere Arthavdadas. And as for the Injunctive affix (in antard yajaic), it 
would be functioning more closely when laying down the denotation of the 
root with reference to something else (in the shape of the particular point 
of time). 
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Says the Bhashya—sa tu vidhiyaté upinguyagasambandhak ; and the 
sense of this is that the word upanguydjam lays down an accessory detail of 
the sacrifice (vzz., that the sacrifice is to be performed with mantras quietly 
recited ). 

Against this view it has been argued that “the word ‘ upangu-yajam ? 
“ cannot be taken in that sense, as in that case the form of the word would 
“ become ‘ upanguyagam.’ ” i 

And in reply to this we urge that this objection applies equally to the 
opponent also; because in the case of all words, what is desired first of all 
is the cognition of the relationship between the word and the meaning it 
denotes; and it is only after this cognition that we come to ascertain that 
meaning to have the character of an Injunction or that of a mere Reference. 
That is to say, when the fact of a certain meaning being denoted by a 
certain word has been duly ascertained, it is only then that the object thus 
denoted comes to be taken either as Injunction or as the enjoined, as the 
referred to or as the reference; in all these cases, however, the relationship 
of the word to its meaning continues to be the common factor, and as this 
relationship always remains constant, whatever its character might be 
(and it is only on this latter point that we differ), the excellences or 
defects in that relationship would be equally applicable to both of us; and 
hence any such defect should not have been urged against any one of us 
only. 

On this point, it might be argued that—“ as a matter of fact we find 
“that a descriptive reference is made even by such words as are not 
“ directly expressive of the object described ; but no injunction is ever 
“ found to be brought about by means of non-expressive words ; and as such 
“ the objection is not equally applicable to both of us.” 

To this we reply that in our case also, the sacrifice being enjoined by 
the word ‘ yajati,’ the word ‘ yaja’ could be taken as referring to it ; and 
the updnguiva mentioned along with ‘ yaa’, being taken as connected with 
the aforesaid Injunction, there would be no incongruousness at all. 

Nor could the word ‘ upānçuyāja’ be taken as the name of a sacrifice 
according to the sūtra I—iv—4 ; because ‘ upānçu-tva’ has not been enjoined 
by any other text. For instance, it cannot be taken as enjoined by ti 
sentences ‘vishnukh, etc.’; because these have been shown to be mere 
Arthavddas ; nor by the sentence ‘updncu paurnamasyam’; because this 
sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the time (paurnamdast), 
and itis not capable of further injunctions. Therefore, we must admit it to 
be enjoined by the word ‘upangu’ occurring in the original Injunction 
itself (‘ antard, etc.’) ; this will be pointed out in the next sūtra also. 

As for the removal of the flaw of ‘7m,’ this is known to be possible 
in various ways—for instance, (1) by means of a material, (2) by 
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accentuation, or (3) by means of a Deity. And hence in the case in question, 
when it is found that a ‘jamz’ has occurred, we find that for making it up 
some sort of a sacrifice—whether to Vishnu, or to Prajépati or to Agni- 
shoma, or to some other Deity—is enjoined ; and then no definite Deity 
being recognised, as the one to whom the requisite sacrifice has to be 
offered, the Veda, meaning to show the fact of the Deities of the sacrifice 
being various, mentions Vishnuk and some other well-known Deities ; and 
hence though in the sentences in question Vishnu etc. are not the only 
Deities to whom the sacrifice has to be offered, yet the mention of these, 
though only by way of eulogising (the sacrifice through these well-known 
Deities), may, somehow or other, be taken as laying down the accessory 
(Deities) of the sacrifice. 

The Bhashya represents another party declaring that—‘ these sacrifices 
(to Vishnu Sc.) are enjoined in the texts of other rescensions of the Veda.’ 
But no such texts are cited; and if any weight could be attached to 
such vague assertions, then there would be nothing that would want 
a corroborative proof; and further, we find that in Adhyaya X, sūtra 
49, the question of the Deity has been raised, and answered in sūtra 52, by 
showing that the Deity is one that is indicated by the words of the mantra 
employed; and all these discussions would be futile if we had any 
such texts as declared by the opponent. And as a matter of fact, 
that the opponent himself had doubts on the point of there being such a 
text is clearly shown by his own half-hearted declaration—“ even if they be 
not laid down by such a text, etc.” 

Then the opponent has declared (in the Bhashya) that—“ the property 
of ‘ upānçu’ having been laid down, some action is performed in honour of 
Prajapati, during the sacrifice.” But this too is scarcely correct ; because 
that would upset the syntactical order of the word; as we have no such 
sentence as that ‘ that which is upānçu belongs to Prajapati ’,—the sentence 
that we have is in the form ‘that which belongs to Prajapati is upānçu. 
Therefore the mere property of ‘ upangu’ cannot point to the fact of be- 
longing to Prajapate. 

Then again, the Bhāshya itself declares that we actually cite the teat 
enjoining Agni and Soma as the Deities, And against this assertion, the 
following objections have been raised: “ The sentence cited in the Bhashya 
“ cannot serve the purpose of laying down the Deity, because it is neither 
“the Dative ending, nor the Deific-nominal affix, nor the words of a mantra 
“ (which three are the only means of mentioning the Deity). (2) Be- 
“cause Agni and Soma made a certain declaration, what would that 
“ matter to the sacrificer, who would remain in the dark as to that declara- 
‘tion pointing to him the Deity to be sacrificed to? (3) The sentence 
“ being a distinct injunction of the time ( Pūrnamāsī), it cannot serve the 
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“further injunctive purpose of laying down the Deity; and if it be taken 
“as the Injunction of the Deity, it would have to renounce its injunctive- 
“ ness with regard to the fime; and then the sacrifice could not be referred 
“to by the word ‘Paurnamdst’; and not being expressible by the 
“word ‘Paurnamdsi’ (and thereby having no connection with the 
“ sentence ‘ dargapiirnamasabhyadm, etc.’) it would cease to be a primary, 
“and become a subsidiary sacrifice. The author of the sūtra also, in 
“ Adhyaya X, has brought forward the sentence cited as an Injunction of 
“time, with the sole aim of showing that the ‘ Amdvdsyd’ is not an 
“ Upanguydja.”’ 

In answer to these objections we have the following arguments: It 
has been found that the Deity is indicated by the words of the mantra. 
In the order of the upanguyaja, we find mentioned the mantras dedicated to 
Vishnu, Prajépati and Agnishoma, as also the pairs of Yajyas and Puronu- 
vakyds ; and as all of them serve the purpose (of pointing out the Deity 
for the Upanguydja), they come to be taken as optional alternatives ; and 
consequently, the choice of a Deity also becomes optional. And it is that 
section of the Veda where these mantras appear which has been spoken of 
as the ‘mantra ’-section of another Rescension of the Vedic text. In 
fact, even in the ‘ Adhvaryava’ section we find the mention of the Yayyds 
and the Anuvaikyds, in the shape of the Hattra; and the mention of 
‘another Rescension ’ may be with reference to this fact (of the Hatira 
appearing in the Adhvaryava). And the mention of the qualification 
‘upancu’ too is for the purpose of showing this fact of the mantra belong- 
ing to another Rescension (viz: that of the Yajush ; as itis the Yajush that 
is recited quietly), Otherwise if another Deity (that of the Rk for instance) 
were to be brought into the Updnguydja, then it would have to renounce 
its own characteristic of loudness (belonging to the Rk) and to take up 
the foreign characteristic of quietness (belonging to the Yajush) ; and this 
would entail a great incongruity. It would be very incongruous again 
if we assume another Deity in place of Agnishoma. In the case of 
Vishnu and Prajapati, however, we find that their properties are quite 
close to them, and hence there is no incongruity in this case (that is to 
say there is no incongruity if we assume another Deity in place of Vishnu, 
etc. ; and hence: though the objection applies to the Parvapaksha, it does 
not apply to our case). 

The declaration of the Bhashya-—‘ tatha’gnishomayostu, etc.’—means 
that no injunction of the Deity being possible, the Deity is accepted 
according to circumstances; and hence in the sentence laying down 
Parnamasi as the time, a reference to Agnishoma strengthens the introduc- 
tion of the Deity (without which the said Reference would be wholly in- 
consistent). 
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Sittra (11): Because of the mention of the Property. 


That action (is enjoined by the sentence ‘ antard, etc.’) in connection 
with which we find the property of ‘ updncw’ mentioned in the sentence 
‘updingu paurnamdsyam yajan’, which serves the purpose of laying down 
the time (Paurnamāsī) for the sacrifice. But this sentence is not the 
original injunction of the said property ; because the sentence not em- 
bodying an injunction of a sacrifice, the said injunction of the property 
would involve the injunction of many things (which is highly objection- 
able), And for this reason we must take the sentence ‘updngu paurna- 
māsyām, etc.’ as only describing that which has been enjoined by the 
sentence ‘antara etc.’ 


Stitra (12): Because of the mention of the ‘ Praye.’ 


We find the sentence ‘hrdayamupdnguydjah’, which eulogises the 
Upangu sacrifice as if it were (prdya) the principal limb (heart) of the 
Sacrificial Person; and thus clearly shows that it is a Primary (and not 
Secondary) sacrifice. 

Question : “ But how does the puérvapaksha make tlie Updngu a sub- 
“sidiary sacritice ? ” 

Answer: The Upangu being (according to the purvapaksha) taken as 
referring only to the three sacrifices to Vishnu, etc., as one composite 
whole, it is the Agnishomiya sacrifice alone that would come to be enjoined 
as to be performed on the Paurnamasi ; that is to say, in that case, the men- 
tion of ‘ Pūrnamāsa’ would point out, as leading to the particular result, 
only that one sacrifice—connected with the particular time—and having 
Agnishoma for its Deity—which is mentioned by the sentence ‘ tāvavrūtā- 
magnishomau, etc,’ And inasmuch as the sacrifices to Vishnu and Prajapati 
are subsidiary to that sacrifice, the whole sentence declaring the primary 
character of the Upānçu sacrifice (viz.: ‘hrdayamupanguydjah’) becomes 
incompatible and incongruous. 

Objection: “ In your case also, there being the anomaly of various 
“optional alternative Deities, the character of the Primary would belong 
“to the sacrifice only when Agnishoma would be the Deity sacrificed to ; 
“and hence, even according to you, the mention of the everlasting 
“ Primary character of the Updngu is not altogether compatible.” 

Reply: This does not touch our position; because we do not find the 
sentence ‘tavavritim, etc.’ enjoining any connection between the time 
(Paurnamāsī) and the deity (Agnishoma); and as for the Action itself, 
which is meant to be indicated by the time and deity,—it is found to exist 
in other places also (for instance, in the sacrifices to Vishnu, etc.). 

That is to say, if the sentence were to lay down the connection of 
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Paurnamasi with the deity Agnishoma alone, then such connection would 
not be present in the case of Vishnu or Prajapati being the deity. What, 
however, the sentence actually does is to mention the connection of the 
time with the Action qualified by the deity Agnishoma, And in every case 
we find that when the qualification is absent, the qualified object becomes 
cognised by itself, as we shall show under the sitra—‘anapdyageu kālasya 
lakshanam hi puroddgau.’ 

Nor is it possible for the same Action to be the primary at one time, 
and subsidiary at another. Such double character would be possible only 
if there were many Updngu-sacrifices ; but this multiplicity of the Upangu 
is not possible; in view of the singleness of the Upäānçu sacrifice, we must 
admit, as an Injunction, only the sentence ‘ updnguydjamantara yajati ’ 
(and not the sentences ‘ vishnurupangu yashtavyah, etc.’ ). 


OO ee ee a 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
[Treating of the independent character of the Aghira, etc. | 


Sūtra (13): The words * Agharam’? and ‘ Agniho- 
tram’ (are mere references) because they are without 
accessory details.’ 


[This adhtkarana is based upon twosets of passages. (1) We have the 
sentences ‘ urdhvamigharayati,’ ‘santatamagharayati, and ‘ rjumaghara- 
yati, followed by ‘ dghdrumaghirayati’ ; and (2) we have the sentences 
‘dadhna juhott,’ and ‘ payasa juhoti, etc.’, followed by ‘ agnihotram juhott’. 
And the question is as to whether the two sentences ‘äghāramāahārayati ’ 
and ‘agnthotramjuhott’ lay down actions totally distinct from those men- 
tioned in the preceding sentences, or they only refer to those same actions ? 
And the position taken up by the Pirvapaksha is that the sentence ‘dgharam- 
dgharayati’ only refers collectively to the set of actions mentioned by the 
sentences ‘irdhvam, etc.’; and so also with the sentence ‘agnihotram 
guhott’. Nor can this Adhikarana be said to have been included in the 
foregoing one; because] The ‘dgh@ra’ and the ‘ homa’ that present them- 
selves to the mind, on the utterance of the sentence ‘ ardhvamigharayati’ 
and ‘ payasã juhoti’, are exactly as they are pointed out by these sentences ; 
nor in this case is there a suppression of the Bhavands of the ‘ yaga’ and 
the ‘homa’ by the supervening character of the material; as we have in 
the case of the sentence ‘ vishnurupangu yashtavyah. And further, in the 
case in question the various sentences cannot be taken together as forming 
a single sentence (as in the previous Adhikurana); nor does any of the 
two parties admit of the fact of the sentences being mere eulogistic ones ; 
and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the Action, just as 
(in the previous case) you hold it to be that of the Accessory. 

That is to say, we do not, as in the case of the sentences ‘ upangu, 
etc.’, admit the fact of all the sentences in question forming a single 
sentence; nor do they serve the purposes of glorification; and hence 
according to both parties, the sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions ; 
and the only question that arises is as to whether the Injunction is one of 
the Accessory only, or that of the Action as accompanied by that 
Accessory? And on this we have the following— 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The Injunction is one of the Action. Because the Injunctiveness, 
“being mentioned by the Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
“urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from the Bhavana, 
“ but in that case, it would be the Bhävanā that would be enjoined first. 

“That is to say, the Injunctive character does not rest with the 
“words ‘dadhi’ and the rest; and being expressed by the Affix, that 
“character could not be related to the Curd, etc., except by means of 
“the Bhdvand and the Root-meaning. For we have no such sentence as 
“c dadhnii-yat’ (the ‘yat’ being the injunctive affix only, apart from the 
“ Verbal Root); the sentence that we have is ‘ dadhnā kuryat’ where the 
“relationship of the dadhi with the affix is through the root ‘kr.’ Thus 
“ then, the performability of the dadhi, etc., being due solely to the Bhavana 
“and the Root-meaning,—how is it that these letters are denied to be the 
“ objects of Injunction ? For, certainly, without the injunction of these, we 
“can never point out any injunction of the Accessory. Because no sooner 
“do we proceed to show such an Injunction than the Injunction of the 
“ Bhavana and the Root-meaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we 
“must admit that what is enjoined is either the Homa or the Bhavana as 
“ qualified by the dadhi, etc. 

“ And then, each of these Bhdvands, being duly recognised as having 
“ distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one 
“after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single collective 
“ whole; and it follows that it is this collective whole that is referred to 
“by the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti’ And the use of this reference lies 
“in the unification of the Injunctions of the Means and the Result of these 
“ sacrifices. And thus dadhi and the other materials, each belonging to a 
“ distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue necessity of taking them 
“as optional alternatives. 

‘In the same manner, in the case of the sentences ‘ urdhvamdghara- 
“ yati, ete. etc.’,—though we do not find the material or the Deity of these 
“ mentioned, yet, in accordance with the rule laid down in connection with 
“Sundneu’, qualifications of ‘ardhva, etc.’ may bo taken as specifying 
“ differentias; and through these those Actions being taken as having 
“their accessories mentioned, it is only the action mentioned by the 
“sentence ‘dghiramaghdrayatt’ that remains without a mention of its 
“ accessory details; and as such, being wholly incapable of attracting men 
“towards itself, it has to be taken as a mere reference to the pre- 
“viously mentioned sacrifices. And in this case too, the use of such 
“ reference lies in the unification (of the three sacrifices) which is necessary 
“ for the purpose of the employing in them of the mantra ‘ida trdhvo 
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“adhvara, eto’; and the connection of the single Deity mentioned in the 
“ sentences ‘ tasyaghdramagharya, etc.’ 


Sūtra (14): * Also because of the application of the 
“names (‘aghara’ and ‘ agnithotra’),’? 


“ And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
“a certain definite peculiarity; and in the case in question we do not 
“ perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 
“““aghdra’ and ‘ agnthotra’ unless we take them as referring to the fore- 
“ going sacrifices), If the name ‘ agnzhotra’ were taken only as pointing to 
‘© Homa tn general, then, inasmuch this is already known, it would not be 
“any new Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, there 
“is nothing in it that has to be known; and as such no injunction of that 
“would be possible. 

“Then again, Actions, not having the character of Nouns, could never 
“ be connected with the Accusative ending (i.e, if the word ‘agnthotra’ 
“lays down an Action, it could not take the Accusative ending). As for 
“the collective whole (formed by the various actions), this can very 
“well serve as the objective, because such a whole is actually brought 
“ about by the constituent actions. 

“That is to say, the presence of the Accusative in the words 
“‘aghdram’ and ‘agnihotram’ would be possible only for a Noun that 
“would be wanted by the Verb; and certainly the actions of ‘homa’ and 
“c aghdra’ could never want to get at themselves ; because such self-activity 
“ would be incompatible. As for the collective whole (of Actions), how- 
“ever, inasmuch as it is mentioned apart from the constituent actions, by 
“ means of another word, it can very well be spoken of as something to be 
“accomplished; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ odunpakam pacati > the 
“ particular kind of cooking is wanted by the generic cooking mentioned by 
“the Verb; and as such it is spoken of in the Accusative. 

“ Objection: “ The whole having no existence apart from the parts, it 
“can never have the character of something to be accomplished; aud as 
“such, oven in this case, the Accusative ending is not proper ”. 

“ Reply: Not so; because the whole is something that is actually 
“ brought about by a conglomeration of the constituent Actions. It is only 
“from the constituent parts taken together that the whole cannot be held to 
“ bo different: from each of them individually, however, there is no doubt 
“that the whale is totally distinct; and it being impossible for the whole 
“ to be accomplished without the individual constituents, there is nothing 
“ incongruous in the Accusative character of the former. 

“ Objection : “ All auch words (as ‘ agnthotra’) have been on a former 
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‘occasion shown to be expressive of the constituent actions; and hence 
“the undue self-activity of these constituents remains as incongruous 
“ as before.” 

“ Reply : This does not affect our position ; because even though the 
“ noun may directly denote the parts, it could be taken as indirectly in- 
‘“‘dicating the whole; and as such, like its singleness, the accusative 
“ character also of the whole could very well be perceived. Nor is it 
‘« possible, as in the case of the cooking, for the same action to be expressed 
“ by the Verb and also by the Accusative, through its two-fold character 
“ of the general and the particular; because in the case in question, we do 
“ not have the general and the particular actually mentioned. 

“The above arguments could be applied, on behalf of the s¢ddhdnta, 
“to the case of the sentence ‘ puurnamasim, etc.’; and hence also it 
“follows that like the word ‘paurnamdasi’ ‘agnihotram’ also should be 
“ taken as a mere reference to the foregoing sacrifices. 


Sütra (15): * Because of its not being Prakrta (related 
to the Context).” 

Objection: ‘ Under sūtra II—ii—5, the view was stated that the 
“ Action would obtain its accessories from the other sentences, which 
“are Injunctions of accessories only; and in the same manner, in the 
“case in question, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’ may be taken as the 
“ originative injunction of an Action, which would have its accessories as 
“ mentioned by the sentences ‘ tandulatr juhoti °, ‘ dadhna juhott, ete.’ 

“ Reply: This cannot be; because in the case cited the doubt as to 
“the particular words being mere references rested upon the words 
“< paurnamasya’ and ‘amdvasya’ occurring in the sentences themselves ; 
“in the case in question, on the other hand, we do not find the word 
“< ggnthotra’ in the sentences ‘ tandulatr juhoti, etc.’; the word ‘juhoti’ 
“ that we do find in these is common to all Homas; and as such cannot be 
“ taken as pointing to the injunction of the Agnihotra alone. 

“ Objection: ‘The particular Homa would be indicated by the Pra- 
“ karana. (Context, or mutual want).’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because of there being no prakarana. That is to say, 
“in the originative sentence (‘agnthotran juhoti’) we do not find any 
“< prakarana’ of Actions ; because it is only after the action has been 
“connected with a particular result, that there arises a prakarana (or 
“ desire) of knowing how that Result is to be brought about by means of 
“that Action ; and as such the Prakarana could only proceed from the 
“ assumed sentence that would sum up all the three factors of the Bhavana 
“in connection with the Action in question. 

“ The following may be urged against us: ‘The Agnihotra would be 
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“connected with its Deity and Material, when it would appear in the 
“assumed sentence you speak of (and thus it would be an Action by 
“ itself).’ 

“ In reply to this it is urged that an Action that has its accessory 
“details unknown, could never be enjoined with reference to a definite 
“result; and hence it is only such actions as have their details fully 
“known that can be mentioned in the aforesaid assumed sentence, (and 
“ these Actions are the various actions mentioned by the different ‘juhot:’s). 

“ Objection: ‘We have such sentences as tasydgh@ramagharya, etc., 
“ida irdhvo, etc., aghdram, etc.,—which are found to point out the 
“ material and the mantric Deity ; and as such the mere mention of the 
‘name (Aghdra) would point out its accessory details.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because the word ‘ äghāra, apart from the denota- 
“ tion of its verbal Root, cannot serve the purposes ofa specification. A 
“ name expresses a peculiarity only in that case where the name has 
“been applied with a distinct reference toa certain peculiarity. In the 
“ case in question, however, we have in close proximity such sentences as 
“< ardhvamaghirayat:’, where the literal denotation of the verb is found to 
“ be quite perceptible; and as such even in the sentence ‘ äghäramäghāra- 
“yati? the word ‘aghadram’ cannot be taken in any other sense, save the 
“ literal one of pouring; and as such it cannot be taken as pointing to 
“any particular pouring. 

“ Objection: ‘The particular pouring would be got at from the Pra- 
“ karana.’ 

“ In reply to this, we have the present sūtra, which means that the 
‘ āghāra is not the ‘prakrta’; because it occurs in a context dealing with 
“the Darça-paurnamāsa : and certainly the Prakarana of one Action can 
“have no application in the case of another, 

“ Objection: ‘The particular action could be pointed out by means of 
“ proximity.’ 

“ In reply to this also we have this samo satra,—the sense being that 
“ what you say is not possible, because it is only the superior authority of 
“ Syntactical Connection that can establish a relationship with something 
“ not occurring in the same context. And thus thereis an agreement be- 
“tween Syntactical Connection and Context, when the originative sentences 
“ themselves are admitted to have within themselves the mention of the 
“ material and the Deity. Itis only when even a slight detail of the 
“ Action is mentioned, that the character of the Action being thereby duly 
“ascertained, other details come to be connected with it, in some way or 
“another. And in the cases in question, we find that in regard to each 
“ of the actions, we have such details as ‘ érdhva,’ etc , and ‘ tandula’, etc. ; 
“whereas we have not the slightest details mentioned in the two 
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“sentences ‘ dgharamaghdrayat: ’ and ‘agnthotram juhott.’ Consequently 
“ these two sentences cunnot but be taken as merely referring to the 
“ former Actions.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (16): They are injunctions (of independent 
Actions); because the words distinctly express something 
to be performed ; and the repetition of the same words 
4s for the purpose of laying down the accessory details. 


The Bhashya speaks of the sentences being the Injunctions of other 
actions ; though what is meant is that they are Injunctions of Actions ; 
hence this assertion of the Bhāshya should be taken as shown above (on 
p. 486 of the text, Translation, p. 674). 

It is clearly perceived that the words ‘äghārayati’ (in ‘ dghara- 
maghdrayatz’) and guhoti’ (in ‘agnihotram guholt’), not having their 
Injunctive potency taken up by any other word, cannot but distinctly 
express the injunction of definite actions. Nor can it be urged that the 
actions of ‘ Agh@ra’ and ‘Homa’ are already enjoined by the sentences 
‘urdhvam, etc.’ and ‘ dadhnd,’ etc.; because the Injunctive potency of 
these sentences is taken up by the laying down of the accessories in the 
shape of ‘ardhva’ and ‘ dadhi’, which are not laid down by any other 
sentence; and as such we cannot very well discard the idea of these 
sentences merely referring (by the words ‘ agharayati’ and ‘ juhoti °) to the 
actions of Aghdra and Homa (enjoined by the two former sentences). 

Nor is the law of ‘ Qualified Injunction’ (sūtra I—iv—9) applicable to 
these sentences, because of the saving clause ‘tf they are not enjoined by 
another sentence.’ It is this that is meant to be shown by the Bhashya :— 
In the case of the sentences ‘ irdhvam, etc.’ the injunction of the action of the 
Aghara and Homa could not be indirectly indicated by the expressed relationship 
of the ‘dadhi’ and ‘ urdhva’ ; because so long as we have direct injunctions of 
these actions (in the sentences ‘dygharam, etc. and ‘agnthotram, etc’), they 
cannot be taken as indirectly indicated, etc. And the sense of this is that so 
long as we have direct Injunctions, we cannot have them as indirectly 
indicated by any relationships ; or that so long as we have an Injunction of a 
member of relationship, the other sentences may be taken as laying down 
accessories, and as such we cannot accept mere relationship. Consequently 
it is not possible for the actions of Aghara and Homa to be indicated by 
the injunctions of relationships, independently of the two sentences 
(‘ dgharam, etc.’ and ‘ agnihotram, etc.’) ; and as such on the mere strength 
of any such indication, these latter sentences cannot be taken as mere 
references to previously enjoined actions. 
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It may be argued that—“ no Injunction could ever give up the 
Bhavana and the Root-meaning, and betake itself to the Dadhi (as held 
by you)”. This is quite true; but we do not dissociate the Injunction 
from the Bharand altogether ; what we mean is that the accessory—dadhi— 
is touched by the Injunction as pertaining to the Bhdvand ; specially as the 
case-ending (in ‘ dadhn@’) serves to throw that accessory into the Bhavana. 

Thus then, the upshot of all this is that, whenever we come across 
an Injunction of a qualified Action, what we have to consider, in the first 
instance, is what factor of the object of Injunction is such as has been laid 
down elsewhere, and what is not so; and when this has been duly dis- 
criminated, the Injunction comes to be taken as pertaining wholly to 
that factor which has not been laid down elsewhere; in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhna juhoti’, as the object of injunction is the action of 
Homa as qualified by Dadht, when we find that the Homa has already been 
laid down by the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’, we conclude the Injunction 
in question to pertain to the Dadhi only, and the Bhavana and the Root- 
meaning (denoted in ‘ dadhnā juhoti’) are said to be mere references to 
those enjoined elsewhere; and it is never said that from the very begin- 
ning the sentence ‘dadhn@ juhoti’ enjoins only the accessory with 
reference to the previously enjoined Bhavana and Root-meaning. 

Thus then, it is this subsequent restriction of the Injunction with a 
view to explain which, to people of dull intellects, our Author has laid down 
a sort of a rule which is not very accurate ; and some people have been led 
to regard this to be the actual view of the author himself : and as such with 
a view to lead people astray, just as they themselves have been led astray, 
these people laid down the following eight methods of the Direct Injunction 
(of Actions), where the one that follows is held to be weaker in its authority 
than the preceding one: (1) the injunction of the Root-meaning; (2) 
the injunction of the qualified Root-meaning ; (3) the injunction of the 
Root-meaning with reference to something else; (4) theinjunction of the 
qualified Root-meaning with reference to something else; (5) the injunc- 
tion of something else with reference to the Root-meaning ; (6) the injunc- 
tion of the Relationship of the Root-meaning with the other two ; (7) the in- 
janction of the Relationship of the Affix as qualified by the Root-meaning 
with the other two; and (8) the injunction of the Relationship of the 
other two, apart from the Root-meaning, l 

Now then, as an instance of (1), people cite the sentence ‘agnihotram 
juhoti’. But this is scarcely correct ; because it is never the case that the 
Injunction renounces the Bhavana and betakes itself to the Root-meaning ; 
nor does a man ever engage himself with anything other than the 
Bhavana ; because it is the Bhdvanad wherein is centred the activity of the 
agent; while the Root-meaning often rests in the Action only; as for 


686 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. U-—PADA II—ADHI (5), 


instance, the offering (which is the meaning of the Root in ‘juhoti’) rests 
in the purtition of the cake (offered); and certainly the action of one can 
never be performed by another ; consequently it must be admitted that the 
meaning of the Root ‘ha,’ as qualified by the dadhi, ete., is enjoined only 
as specifying the particular Bhavana (and not independently by itself). 
And it has been already explained under sūtra I[--i—1 that the Root- 
meaning is never enjoined as something to be accomplished (but only as an 
Instrument); and when itis not an Instrument (but something to be 
accomplished), it does not stand in need of another object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such it could not be enjoined, by any other sentence, with 
reference to any definite Result. 

As an instance of (2), they quote ‘soména yajéta’; but here also, in 
accordance with the method laid down under [—i-—25, the Root-meaning 
and the various objects spoken of in the sentence, bearing no definite 
relationship among themselves, just like the ‘ redness,’ ‘one year old’, etc. 
in the sentence ‘ arunayd, etc., come to help one another only after they 
have been connected with the Bhavana; as we shall show further on, in 
the beginning of Adhyāyas VII and IX; and as such there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. And if the ‘yaga’ (the Root- 
meaning), having the character of the Instrument towards the Bhavana, 
were to be an objective to the material offered, then we would have the 
anomaly pointed out under sūtra I—iv—8; and hence there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. 

As an example of (3) they quote ‘ vrihin prokshati’ ; but in this case 
we are cognisant of no such relationship, as ‘ prokshanéna vrihin’; (be- 
cause both are kdrakas and as such cannot be related) and hence both of 
these being related to the sense of ‘karoti’? (the sense of the sentences 
being ‘prokshaneia vrihin kuryat), it is not the meaning of the Root 
(‘proksha’) that is enjoined with reference to the vrihz. If its Injunction 
be spoken of as referring to the Bha@van@, then such injunction of the 
Bhāvanā being present in all cases (there would be no difference in the 
various methods of Injunction): consequently the present method of 
Injunction could not be any weaker, on the ground of its having a 
qualified object ; and as such there is no reason why it should be given the 
third place. 

As an instance of (4) they cite ‘dagapavitrena graham sammarsh{i’ ; 
but the arguments urged against the last two apply to this also; and 
hence it is not right to accept the Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning 
with reference to something else. 

As an instance of (5) they quote ‘dadhna juhoti’; but in this case 
also the words do not signify that the person does the dadhi in the Homa 
(‘dadhi homé karoti ’); because the Homa is neither expressed by the word, 
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as a place ; nor is it so, in the actual state of things ; nor is the dadhi some- 
thing to be done, because it has always the character of the Instrument. 
This method of Injunction is more authoritative than the two methods of 
qualified Injunction; because so long as the Injunction of one only is 
possible (as in the present instance), it is not right for it to appertain to 
many; and as for the anomaly of the Injunction pertaining to something 
removed from it, this is common to both parties ; and as such cannot be 
brought forward against any one party only ; and the remote object is ad- 
mitted only because of the impossibility of a more proximate object; and 
where both (the Remote and the Proximate) are accepted, the anomaly of 
the simultaneous acceptance of two contradictory objects, as also of the 
simultaneous possibility and impossibility of the same, would be admitted, 
only because there is no way out of it; and in cases other than these, it 
would not be any more complicated than the Injunction of the qualified 
Root-meaning ; and as such this should have been placed in the fifth place. 
In fact it should have been mentioned either immediately after the Injunc- 
tion of the pure Root-meaning, or after that of the Root-meaning with 
regard to something else. 

As an instance of (6), they quote ‘prikagau adhvaryavé dadati,’ where, 
it is held, the relationship of the Prākāça with the Adhvaryu is enjoined 
with reference to the meaning of the verb ‘daddati’. But this is scarcely 
correct ; because such an interpretation bespeaks a sad want of a due un- 
derstanding of the syntax of the sentence ; as in all sentences that which is 
introduced by the word ‘ yat’ is the subject, and that whichis mentioned by 
the word ‘ tat’ is the Predicate. Consequently, in the sentence in question, 
if it were meant to enjoin the relationship of the Prakdga and the Adhvaryu, 
in that which is given (‘yat daddti’), then inasmuch as this latter clause 
would refer to all ‘ givings’, the sentence would come to mean that all 
sacrificial gifts are to be transformed into the Prakaga; and as for the 
capability of enjoining more than one thing (i.e., the Adhvaryu and the 
Prākāça), it has not been denied in the case of the action being an en- 
joined one. Whenever a relation is enjoined, it always implies the 
members related ; in the case of the injunction of the Root-meaning, how- 
ever, there is no relative member to be laid down; for otherwise the 
Relative would be subordinate to the Relationship, and not to the Action. 

Here it may be argued that—“ the affix accompanied by the Root- 
meaning, while laying down the Relationship, would lay it down with refer- 
ence to the Root-meaning.” If this be meant, then the next two (7 and 8) 
methods of Injunction would be included in this; and it would be useless 
to speak of them separately. Either in the sentence ‘ vayavyam çveta- 
mialabhéta’ (cited as an instance of 7) or in ‘dadhnéndriyakdmasya juhuyat ’ 
(cited as an instance of 8), the Affix accompanied by the Root-meaning 
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does not lay down the Relationship; asa matter of fact, the root ‘ dlabha,’ 
being uttered only as a mark of the Primary Sacrifice in question, does 
not in any way help, by its colouring, in the injunction of the Relationship 
between the material (çveta) and the Deity (Vayu) ; nor can this rela- 
tionship be accomplished by means of the root ‘dlubha’; because the 
Deity and the Material appertain to the sacrifice (and not to the alambhana, 
touching killing). If, in the accomplishment of the relationship, the Root 
did anything besides the bringing about of the utterance of the affix, then, 
in the case of the injunction of the Relationship between the Dadhi and the 
sense-organs, why should the Homa have been left out? Or again, why 
should the Homa be taken only as pointed out by the context? Therefore 
we conclude that there can be no injunction of the relationship of something 
else, with reference to the Root-meaning. And as shown above, we should 
deny the fact of the Root-meaning being a place, and also that of the karaka 
(or thing) being something to be done. And it has already been explained 
that prior to the connection of the Bhavana, there is no injunction of even 
the Relationship, with reference to the Root-meaning. 

Thus then, we cannot take the sentence as laying down the 
Relationship with reference to all givings. If the giving be taken as 
qualified by the Adhvaryu, or the Adhvaryu be taken as qualified by the giving, 
even then, as these would be a qualified reference, there would be a syntac- 
tical split. If the reference be to the Adhvaryu alone, then, though the 
giving would certainly be implied by the Dative ending (in ‘ adhvaryavé’), 
yet, inasmuch as the peculiar relationship between the object given and the 
person receiving the gift would not be possible without the verb ‘dadat:’, we 
would have to assume the latter ; just as the verb ‘ yajāti ' has to be assumed 
from the relationship of a certain material with a Deity ; and hence there 
can be no form of the sentence, wherein there could be a relationship of 
the other two, with reference to the Root-meaning. As a matter of fact 
in the case in question, the giving and the Adhvaryu being such as have been 
laid down elsewhere, what the sentence in question does is to lay down only 
the two Prdkdagas; and in this case the injunction of the Relationship is 
implied; and hence it is not right to bring this forward as a distinct 
method of Ivjunction, This will be further explained under the 
‘ Jaghanyddhikarana’ (sūtras III—iii—20-22), where it is shown that where 
out of two things, any one is such as has not been previously laid down, 
it is this latter that is enjoined with reference to the former (which has 
been enjoined elsewhere), and their Relationship is implied ;—while in a 
case where both are such as have been laid down elsewhere, or where none 
of them is so, we have the injunction of the Relationship only. 

In all these three (the sixth, the seventh and the eighth) cases, the fact 
of the Relationship being implied by the Affix is common ; and as such there 
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can be no difference in the strength or weakness of their authority. Nor 
is it possible for us ever to be faced by a contradiction of these three 
methods, when all of them happen to apply to the same cases—where a 
knowledge of their comparative strength or weakness could be of use to 
us; and hence the mention of these in a definite order does not serve any 
useful purpose. 

Thus then, in all cases, we must, in accordance with the present 
Adhtkarana, admit the injunction to be of the qualified Bhavana; and 
whatever else may be found to be mentioned in the Bhdshya, it must be 
taken only as a means of making clear, to the dull intellect, what is not 
easily intelligible to it in the strictly accurate form, 

The mention of ‘ proximity’ and ‘ remoteness’ is with reference to the 
fact of the objects spoken of being the qualifications of the Bhavana, 
wherein the injunction all along rests. 

Question: “ How could the Bhavana be enjoined when it is already laid 
down by another ser.tence P ” 

Answer: The Bhavana qualified (as it is in the sentence.in question) 
has never been laid down before; and hence it would be in the qualified 
form that the Bhfvana would be enjoined ; and what it really comes to is 
that the Injunction is for the sake of the qualification, as we shall explain 
later on. 

Objection: “ In that case, the injunctive word not functioning over the 
“ qualifications, if it were to lay them down through the Bhāvanñ, then, even 
“in the case of the injunction of an action that has already been laid down, 
“it could lay down many qualifications, in the same manner as it does in 
“the case of an action never laid down before; and as such a case would 
“ not be amenable to the law that ‘when an action has been enjoined, what- 
“ everis mentioned is for its sake, and hence particular qualifications would 
“ be mentioned for particular actions.’ ” 

Reply: This does not affect our position ; because even though the in- 
junctiveness appertains to the Bhavana, there is always a distinction made 
as to whether it is for the sake of that Bhāvunā only (or for that of some- 
thing else); and it is only when there are many qualifications that there 
occurs a split of the sentence. That is to say, in a case where the In- 
junctiveness pertaining to the Bhavund is taken as being for the sake of 
the Bhfvand itself, the injunction of the qualification comes to be 
implied by it; and in this case we do not perceive any syntactical split, 
When, however, the Injunnctivness is ascertained to be for the snke of the 
qualification of the Bhavana, then, inasmuch as this would entail the removal, 
to a distance, of the Bhfivana, which naturally has had a proximate position, 
—there being a contact of many qualifications, the injunction could be of 
that qualification alone, for whose sake it would have been ascertained to 
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be, and not ofany other, even though this latter may be located in the same 
place,—just as the eye does not pertain to touch, etc.; and thus there 
would be the necessity of splitting up the sentence into various sentences. 
And we have already shown that even though the Injunctiveness, in all 
cases, extends over the same place, yet, in point of fact, it is actually 
moving from one place to the other, and resting itself upon one object after 
the other, And thus we do not find any incongruity in this, 

As for the objection that in the case of the injunctions of the Abhyu- 
diteshte and the Praka@ga, there wonld be the anomaly of the Injunction 
serving various purposes,—this is applicable to all parties; and as to how 
it does not apply to us, we shall show under the sections treating of those 
subjects. 


(0) 


[The Varitka now proceeds to deal with certain questions and answers 
set forth in the Bhäāshya.] 


o 


(The author has declared that the sentences ‘ dadhnā juhoti etc.’ serve 
the purpose of laying down the qualification of the Bhavana of Huma, 
and on this the objector puts the question). 

“ The qualifying word might very well qualify the object denoted by út ; 
“but as a matter of fact, we do not, in the case in quesiion, perceive any 
“& functioning of the qualification, And the sense of this is that so long as the 
“ qualification is not directly laid down, the Agent could not engage him- 
“self in it; and as such even if he would perform the particular 
“sacrifice, without taking any notice of that qulification, he would feel 
“ that he had done his work.” 

In reply to this objection, the Author pnts the question—What would 
happen then? And this question refers to the fact of the Injunction being 
in the form of a sentence. The author proceeds to make his point clear 
by adding —even though the qualification would be inoperative, the meaning of 
the word would be duly ascertained. This latter sentence of the Bhashya 
may also be taken as emanating from the objector, who is cogitating over 
the matter in his own mind. 

It is with a view to this that we have the next Question and Answer. 

Question: “ What would be the nse of the protimity of the word denoting 
“ the qualification (when the Qualification will have been expressed by the 
“ Injunction)? ” 

(And the answer to this is that it may be taken as useless). 

Question: “ How cana word of the Veda be useless? This question 
“ refers to sūira I—ii—8.”" 


Answer : When there 8 actually no use, what else could we say? And the 
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inner purport of thisis thatitis the objector who makes the word useless, 
by denying all functioning of the qualification. According to our theory, it 

„serves a distinctly useful purpose; and as such it cannot be said to be 
useless. 

Objection : ‘‘ In that case the injunction of the qualification would rest 
“ npon the authority of syntax,—that is to say even though the Injunction, 
“ pertaining to the qualified Bhavana is a direct one, yet, in the way you 
“ put it, it would come to rest upon the authority of the syntuz.” 

Answer: So long as we have a certain fact expressed by direct Assertion, 
we donot have recourse to the implications of the syntux ;—that is to say, we 
may have that (7.e., Bhdvand) itself as the object of the Injunction, 
through which the Qualifications come to be enjoined. 

Objection: “ True, it is so; but when thut Bhavana is not meant to be 
“ enjoined, then we could have the Qualification as the object of the Injunction. 
“ In support of this the transference of the Injunctive potency will be 
“dealt with under the sūtra ‘na cedanyena gishtdh’ (I—iv—9).”’ 

Answer: Why should it not be meant to be enjoined ? This question is 
put with a tonch of pity for the opponent; or it may be taken as an 
assertion of the Author himself. a 

The Bhashya concludes—-Thus it is proved that the repetition of ‘dadhna 
juhote’ is for the purpose of laying down the qualifying materials. The sense 
of this is that, ‘ becanse of its proximity °™=-i.e., because of the fact of the 
qualification having entered into the Bhavana, it becomes an object of 
Injunction ; or that because of the proximity of Qualification, there is a 
transference of the Injunctive Potency ; or that because of the proximity 
of the Injunction (by another sentence) of the Bhāvanā and the Root- 
meaning (of ‘juhoti’), the Injunction (in the sentence in question) is that 
of the Qualification, specially as there is no incompatibility between Direct 
Assertion and Syntax. 

Says the Bhashya—The utterance of ‘ juhoti’ (in the sentences ‘dadhna 
jJuhoti’, etc.) is with a view to referring to the previously enjoined Homa, for 
the purpose of connecting rt with the materials (dadhi, etc.), Though the 
mention of the word ‘ yuhoti’ was quite clear, yet the Author has 
explained it only with a view to show that by that he refers to all verbs 
under similar circumstances (for instance, ‘dgh@rayati ’ and the rest). 

Question: “If the word ‘guhotd’ only serves to refer to the Homa, by 
“what word is the qualifying material enjoined ? ” 

Answer: You should not run away with the idea that I declare it to be 
enjoined by the word ‘dadhi’. This bearing of the sentence is to be ex- 
plained in the manner shown under the Adhzkarana on ‘ Vayapéya’ (I—iv 
—6-8), The answer is that in the word ‘juhoti’ (in ‘ dadhna juhoti’) “the 
affix serves the purposes of enjoining (the qualifying material), and it is 
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only the Root that serves to refer to a previous Homa, (and thus there is no 
difficulty about the said Injunction). 

Question: “ If the words are injunctive, when the object in question has 
“ already been laid down, why should they be pronounced again? That is tosay, 
“ when the Bhavand has already been previously enjoined, how can there 
“ be another Injunction (of the same) ?” 

Answer: The words are pronounced again for the purpose of laying down 
what is expressed by the whole sentence (‘ dadhna guhott’), Inasmuch as the 
material dadhi is expressed by the single word ‘ dadhi’ it cannot be said 
to be expressed by the sentence ; and hence what the answer means is that 
what is enjoined is the Bhivand as qualified by dadhi (as it is this that is 
actually expressed by the sentence in question). 

Thus then we conclude that the sentences ‘agnihotram juhoti’ and 
‘aghitramighdrayati’ are the injunctions of Actions, This should be ex- 
plained in the same way as we have pointed out above (text, p. 486, trans- 
lation, p. 674) with regard to the ‘ upancu’. 

[We now proceed to meet the arguments brought forward by the 
Pūrvapaksha]. 

(1) As for the names ‘ Agnihotra’ and ‘ Ayhara’, they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs ‘uhoti’ and ‘ äghärayati’ ; and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Homa 
and Aghdra), on the ground of these two being enjoined. 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under sütra 
15), we find that the Material and the Deity ave distinctly pointed ont by 
the context. Nor ca@it be urged that there being no method mentioned in 
the injunctive sentence (there would be nò contest) ; because nosuch method 
would be looked for until the relationship with the Result had been estab- 
lished. 

(3) Nor is it impossible for us to have the Injunction of the Result 
with regard to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been laid down, Because the Result might very well be laid down with 
regard to the Homa only, of which the Material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on; and there would be no incongruity in this. 

(4) Asa matter of fact, in similar cases, we do admit of reference to 
previously enjoined actions. But the acceptance of this Reference always 
depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that has been 
already enjoined (or mentioned) ; and as such it always stands in need of 
recognising the Action as the same as that which has been previously 
enjoined. 

(5) The mere fact of the Aghara being mentioned in another Pra- 
karana does not do away with all the intervening Prakaranas of the Aghara. 
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Because even in the case of the Aghara (as laid down by the sentence 
‘ Agharamayhfirayat:’), the conjugational affix always raises in us a desire 
to know the Object, the Instrument and the Method of the Action ; and hence 
it is quite possible for the Material and the Deity to be indicated by the 
Prakaraga (as the said desire could be fulfilled only by an indication of 
these). 

Then again, your theory would necessitate the assumption of many un- 
seen factors. Because you make each of the sentences-—‘ dadhnd juhoti, etc. 
and ‘ airdhvamdayhdarayati, etc.’ —lay down an independent Action; and we do 
not find any deity laid down either for the Homa of Dudhi, or for the 
irdhva yha, ete ; and in the case of the sentence ‘ardhvamaygharaynti’ 
the material too is not mentioned; and inasmuch you hold each of them 
to be the injunction of an independent action, they could not be taken 
as laying down the materials, etc., for one another. 

For these reasons it must be as we have put it. 

(6) It has been argued above that in the sentence ‘ agnzhotram juhoti,’ 
if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as an 
Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in ‘ agni- 
hotram’) would be wholly inexplicable. In reply to this we urge that an 
Action can be the objective of such verbs as ‘ sankalpa’ (determination) 
and the like; and as such the accusative ending in ‘ aguihotram’ could 
be explained as with reference to the ‘determination’ implied by the 
word ‘juhotz’; and as such there is nothing incongruous in the accusative 
ending in ‘ aynthotram’. 

Objection: “In connection with Agnthotra, we find the sentences— 
“< yadugnaye ca prajipatayé cu sdyam juhoti °, and ‘ yatsuryaya ca pragaputayé 
“ea pratuk’; and inasmuch as these distinctly lay down more than one 
“ Accessory (Deity) for the Action, it becomes open to the arguments 
“brought forward under sūtra II—ii—6, In fact some people actually 
“admit this as an inevitable fact. And itis only thus that we have a dis- 
“tinction between the Agnzhotra offered in the morning and that offered 
‘‘in the evening,—a distinction which is clearly pointed out by the 
‘injunction that ‘the offering in the evening should not be precisely the 
“same as that offered in the morning.’ Nor, in this case, as in the case of 
“the using of the various vessels at the Jyotvsh{oma, can the evening 
 Agnihotra be taken as a part of the morning one; because each of these 
«is found to be complete by itself. Itis thus alone that it becomes 
“ possible for the whole procedure of the morning offering to be repeated 
“wholly in the evening offering, exactly as in the case of the ‘ Darga- 
“ Pirnamasa.’ Otherwise the single performance of the procedure in the 
“morning would have sufficed for the evening offering also, in accordance 
“with the law laid down under X—iii—1-12. Nor is there any useful 
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“ purpose served by making the two Agnihotras one and the same. Hence 
“we conclude that the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’ is a reference to the two 
“ offerings collectively (though it may not be one to the Homus laid down 
“by the sentences ‘dudhni juhotz, etc,’) ” 

To this we make the following reply : 

We do not find any useful purpose served by such reference to the 
two offerings collectively; and as for their unification in the sentence 
laying down their performance, we could get hold of one, exactly as we do 
in the case of the ‘ Rajaszya,’ That is to say, the reference to a number of 
actions collectively is always based upon the fact of their unification ex- 
pressed in words that speak of them collectively ; and in the same manner, 
we could also in the case in question have a referenre to the two Agnihotra 
offerings necessitated by such unification, in the sentence ‘ agnihotram guhnyat 
svaryakamak’ (and the necessary reference having been accomplished by this 
sentence, there is no use of having them referred to again by the sentence 
‘agnihotrum juhott’). And just as in the case of n Rājasūya, all necessary 
reference is accompliehed by the single sentence ‘rijasiyéna svārāĵjyakāmo 
yajéta’, and no other sentence is wanted for the refereuce,—so would it 
also be in the case of the Agnthotra. 

Objection: “In that case, inasmuch as the name ‘ Aguihotra’ would 
“apply to all Homas, the Resnit, Heaven, mentioned in the sentence ‘ayntho- 
“tram juhuyāt svargakdmak’ would pertain to all these Homas; and con- 
“sequently even those Homas that are offered into Fires other than those 
“used at the Aynihotra would become endowed with the character of 
“a Primary Sacrifice.” 

Reply: But by what means would this primary character of such 
Homas be set aside by the mere fact of the word ‘ agnihotram’ serving the 
only purpose of a collective reference to the Homas (mentioned in the 
sentences ‘dadhnd juhoti, etc.’ P In the caso of the sacrifices called by the 
names ‘ Paurpamdsya’ and ‘ Amavasya’, we find that the requisite differ- 
entiation is made by the Fires specified by these names; and there is no 
such means of differentiation in the case in question. 

Question: “ The name ‘ Agnithotra’ may be taken as ‘that wherein the 
offeriny ts made to Agnt’; and this would serve as a differentiating charac- 
teristic.” 

Answer: That will not do; because even those Homas that are offered 
into other Fires have the same Agni for their Deity. And further, this 
interpretation would land you in another difficulty: namely, that the 
morning libations of the Agnihotra being offered (to Sarya and Prajāpati, 
and not to Agni) would cease to be directly called ¢ Agnihotra’, and as such 
would become a mere auxiliary to the Agnihvtra. 

Thus then, we find that whether we take the word ‘ Agnihotram’ as a 
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mere reference to the other Homas or not, it does not make any difference 
with regard to the objection urged above (as to the primary character of 
all Homas). Asa matter of fact, if the Homas offered into other Fires be 
different from the Agnihotra, or if in all Fires (that of the Agnzhotra as also 
the other fires) the same action (of offering) be repeated,—in any case, all 
that, the word ‘agnihotra’ would express would be (1) a proximity (to the 
action laid down by the originative Injunction), (2) the presence of Fire, and 
(3) the character of Homa; and hence all the Homas that would fulfill 
these three conditions would be related to the particular Result, and would 
all equally have the primary character. 

Thus it is that, according to certain Vazdikas, the word ‘ Agnihotra’ 
is applied to all these Homas; for we find that having laid down four 
libations each in the Garhapatya and the Anvaihdryapacaniya Fires, and 
two in the Ahavaniya Fire, they sum up all these in the sentence ‘one who 
knowing this performs this fully equipped grand Agnihotra, ete., etc.’ 

For these reasons, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti’, having no other 
useful purpose to serve, must be taken as the true Injunction of the Action 
(of Aynthotra). And thus alone would it be possible for us to take the 
sentences laying down the libations into the Gdrhapatya, etc., as pointing 
out the accessories (in the shape of the various Fires) of the Agnzhotra, 
just like the sentences ‘ dudhnā guhoti, etc.’; and thereby we would have 
done away with all grounds for taking those libations as Actions different 
from the Agnihotra; because inall these libations we recognise the same 
original action of the Agnzhotra. 

Question: “ Inasmuch as all these Fires appertain to the same Action, 
“why should not they be taken as optional alternatives, just like the 
“ materials dadhi, tandula, etc. ? ” 

To this some people make the following reply: “They are not so 
“taken, in consideration of certain transcendental uses; that is to say, 
“inasmuch as the libation could be poured on the bare ground, with- 
“ out any particular receptacle, in the shape of a duly sanctified Fire, the 
“specification of the Fire must be taken as with a view to certain tran- 
 scendental results; and as many such results could be possible, the Homa 
“ig repeated in each of the Fires (and not in one only).” 

We do not accept this explanation; because if such be the case, then 
there would be nothing to preclude the presence of the Ahuvaniya Fire at 
the libation that is laid down to be offered at the place where the cow with 
which the Soma has been purchased puts its seventh step (because in this 
case alxo a transcendental result could be possible). It may be argued 
that in this latter case Homa is mentioned only once, and hence the Fire is 
precluded from the ‘ seventh step Libation’; because its presence would 
necessitate an unwarranted repetition of the Homa; but then the same 
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could be said of the case in question also (because in this also the number 
of libations is specified), Hence the explanation given does not save us 
from having to take the various Fires as optional alternatives. 

Therefore the only ground that we have for taking all these Homas 
into the various Fires as collectively forming the ‘ Agnihotra’ lies in the 
sentence ‘the fully equipped grand Agnihvtra, etc. and also in the law 
laid down under sūtra XII —ii—30. 

Otherwise, if the transcendental resnlt were the only ground, the 
particular Apirva, or transcendental result, would follow from the Fires 
only when these would be made the receptacles of the offerings; and as 
the place of the receptacle would be occupied by one Fire, there could be 
no room for any other. ‘hat is to say, though the presence of the Fire 
may be for the sake of certain transcendental results, yet, on account of 
the Locative ending (in the word expressive of the Fires), such results 
could be accomplished by the Fire being made the receptacle of the offering ; 
and then, as the receptacle is a visible thing, so long as the place would be 
occupied by one Fire, there would be no room for another; and hence in 
this case the various Fires cannot but be taken as optional alternatives, 

Question: “ Why cannot the various Homas be taken as different ac- 
“ tions, on the ground of the differences in the number of libations, just as 
“ we have in the case of the sentence ‘ tzsra Ghutirjwhoti’ ?” 

Answer: This cannot be; because it is after the complete action of 
the Agnihotra has been daly laid down by the originative Injunction 
(‘agnihotram guhott’) and comprehended as such,—that the other 
sentences laying down the number of libations into the various Fires come 
up as subsequent corollaries to the original Injunction. Itis only when the 
number appears in the originative Injunction that it serves to differentiate 
the Action referred to—as in the case of the sentence ‘ tisrah, etc.’ In the 
case in question, however, the number appears after the Action has been 
fully comprehended; and as such it can only be made up by so many 
repetitions of the same action,—as in the case of the ‘eleven pray ajas’ ; 
and it caunot serve the purpose of making the Actions themselves radically 
different. Hence we conclude that in all the various Fires, the same 
action of the Agnzhotra is repeated a certain number of times. 

It has been urged above that— the sentence ‘ yadagnayé, etc’, and 

‘ yatsuryaya, etc.’, serving many purposes, form independent injunctions 
of Actions, ” 

In reply to this we urge that the times (morning and evening) of 
the Libations having been already enjoined by the sentences ‘ sAyam juhoti’ 
and ‘ praiturjuhoti’, all that the sentences in question do is to refer to the 
same times with the sule view of pointing out the Deities to whom the 
several Libations are to be offered. 
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Objection: “In that case, as these sentences would refer to the 
“ Libations as qualified by the particular times, there would be a syntac- 
“ tical split.” 

Reply: Not so; because the Action (Libation) being pointed out by 
the Context, what the sentences do is to lay down the Deities with reference 
to the time only; and as the time cannot by itself be related to the Deities, 
we connect the Deities with the time as affected by the Action pointed out by 
the Qontext (and hence there is no actual reference to the Action qualified 
by the Time, that would bring about the split). Or, the mention of the 
time (in the sentences ‘ yadagnayé, etc.’) may be taken as serving the 
purpose of indirectly recalling the original Homa, which is wanted by 
the peculiar character of the receiver of a gift in which the Deities 
enjoined are represented in the sentences (where the words express- 
ing them have the Dative ending), (as without an offering of the 
Homa, this character of the Deities would not be possible); and 
certainly when the Homa is only indirectly indicated, it cannot lead 
to any split in the sentence; nor does the time ‘evening’ indicate a 
performance at any other time; hence we conclude the sentences to 
mean only that ‘of the evening Libation Agni and Prajapati, and of 
the morning one Sūrya and Prajadpati, would be the deities,’ (and they 
do not lay down independent Actions). 

Objection: “ Thus too, inasmuch as each of these sentences would 
“lay down two deities, there would certainly be a syntactical split in 
“them (because that would necessitate a double functioning of the same 
“injunctive sentence).” 

Reply : Not so: Some people offer the following explanation: ‘ Because 
“the words expressing the two Deities have the same case-ending; it is 
“only when there is a diversity of case-endings that there is a difference 
“in the functioning of the Injunctive sentence; so long as the case-ending 
“ remains the same, even if there be a thousand objects to be laid down, 
“they are all amenable to a single syntactical operation.’ 

But against this explanation, we urge the following: When a single 
cnse-ending happens to be connected with many words, it cannot be 
enjoined except by the Injunctive Affix heing repeated over and over 
again (and this would entail different Injunctive operations). That is to 
say, the case is signified by the termination; and where there is a single 
termination, as in the case of Agnishoma, there is a single operation of the 
Injunctive affix; in a case, however, where a single case happens to be 
mentioned by many words, each having a distinct termination with itself, 
—as in the case of the sentence in question ‘agnayé ca prajapatayé ca’,— 
inasmuch as it is not possible for the Affix to take up both at one and 
the same time, it must be admitted that Agni and Prajaipati are taken up 
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by the Affix, separately, one after the other (the sentence being construed 
as ‘agnayé juhoti, prajapatuyé juhoti’. Asa rule, the case-ending employs 
the Affix (Injunctive) for the purpose of taking up the object denoted by 
the noun; and hence when the case-ending is pronounced more than once, 
it cannot but employ the Affix more than once; and thus there is a 
repetition of the Affix (which brings about the syntactical split urged by 
the opponent). 

Thus then, the explanation given above not meeting the objection, we 
offer the following: Both the sentences in question lay down Prajapati 
alone; because Agni and Surya, as deities of the Agnihotra, are pointed out 
by the very mantras laid down by the sentences as to be employed at the 
morning and evening offerings (viz. ‘suryo jyotih, etc.’ and ‘ agnirjyotth, 
ete.’). And the Deities having been laid down by these mantras, they are 
mentioned again in the sentences in question, which lay down Prajdpati as 
the Deity, only by way of an eulogy (7.e., ‘an offering to Agni and Sirya 
is as good as that to Prajapatil’). Though the Bhashya has cited these 
sentences under sūtra I—iv—4, as laying down the four Deities of 
the Agnihotra, yet the quotation must be taken only as showing that 
the sentences also serve to recall the Deities pointed out by the 
mantras; because it is thus alone that we are saved from a needless 
repetition of the Injunctions contained in the mantras. Otherwise in 
the meeting of the arguments brought forward under sūtra I—ii—31, 
we would have to undergo the trouble of taking the sentence ‘ yadagnayé, 
ete.’ either as the Injunction of an accessory detail, or as a Parisankhyd, 
or as an Arthavida. For these reasons, we conclude that in the case in 
question there is no syntactical split. 

) It has been argued above that—“ we do not conceive of the morning 
“and evening libations as the parts of any single action (and hence they 
‘ must be taken as distinct actions).” 

But the non-recognition of these as such parts is due to the fact 
of all the accessory details of the one being repeated zn toto in the 
other; just as in the case of the Dakshd@yana sacrifice (though as a mat- 
ter of fact they together form a single action spreading over the two 
times). 

Objection: “In that case, all the accessory actions of the morning 
“and evening libations being exactly the same, they would be identical, 
“and as such they would be optional alternatives; and the Agnzhotra 
“would be performed either in the morning alone, or in the evening alone, 
“ and not at both times,” 

Reply: It is not so; because the Agnzhotra has been laid down as to 
be performed ‘throughout one’s life’; and when one has offered the 
evening libation, if he lives till the morning, it behoves him to offer the 
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morning libation also, because all the conditions present in the preceding 
evening, present themselves again. 

Objection: “ True; it may be in this manner; but the difficulty is 
“that, inasmuch as the same operation is to be performed both in 
“the morning and in the evening, when the evening operation is being 
“ performed, if during that performance something untoward happens to 
“the sacrificer, then he must, somehow or other, perform the morning 
‘fone also; because thus alone could he be saved from the sin of leaving 
“incomplete an action that had been begun. When, however,—like the 
“ performance of the Jyotishtoma in the spring,—the evening operation is 
“duly finished, then there is no necessity of performing the morning 
“one. And further, an action that is done with a definite result in view, 
“must be performed, by ono desiring that result, as fully equipped with 
“all its accessories ; and on this score too, it would be a matter of option 
‘‘ whether the Action is performed in the morning or in the evening. In 
“ accordance with the theory that the same action is repeated at the two 
“ times, it becomes necessary for the performer to complete all the 
“ accessories, at both times. In any case, how can we escape from the 
“ fact of the two libations being optional alternatives P ” 

Reply : We do not take them as alternatives because of the fact of the two 
libations being distinctly mentioned in the Veda as together constituting 
a single Action; for instance, having begun with ‘pravargyo vā eshah’ the 
Veda goes on to say ‘ sa vat sdyam ca prātaçca jūhoti, etc.’ Even when the 
two Libations are taken as distinct Actions, the fact of their being taken 
together would be based upon the word ‘ca’ in the sentence. Nor 
would such conjunction of the two necessitate their performance in close 
proximity with each other; because the text quoted does not lay down 
a conjunction of the times of their performance ; and hence there is no 
incongruity in the matter. That is to say, the times being laid down in 
the sentences, all that the text quoted does is to point out the fact of the 
two Actions together going to form a single Action ; and hence thereis no 
syntactical split. ‘Therefore we conclude that it is the same action that 
is repeated at both times (and it is these two repetitions that are con- 
jointly called ‘ Agnihotra’). 

It has been urged above that “these two libations being subsidiaries 
“ (to the Agnzhotra), they could not be performed separately by them- 
“ selves.” 

But this does not affect our case; because when the Action is 
laid down with reference to a time, then alone does it require a full 
connection with all its subsidiaries; hence when the Evening Libation 
appears as the Primary Sacrifice, then the subsidiaries that aid in its 
performance are those that are possible at that time, and none else; 
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because of the non-affinity of these (to the Evening Libation); similarly 
also with the Morning Libation; and hence there is a repetition of 
the subsidiaries (as it happens that the same subsidiaries are possible at 
both times). 

It has been urged that “there is no useful purpose served by the 
theory of the present Siddhanta.” 

In reply to this we point out that in connection with the ‘ Kunda- 
payindmayana,’ we find the sentence ‘imdsamagnihotram juhoti’?; and as 
this sentence apparently lays down a single Action, we naturally look out 
for only one method of procedure ; and hence what we would take up are the 
accessories either of the Evening Libation alone or of the Morning Liba-- 
tion alone ; and as such we would perform but once every day during the 
month, the Action with a single set of accessories (this would be the case 
if the evening Libation were an action totally different from the morning 
one). When, however, the two libations are the same (being repetitions 
of the same act) the Agnihotra that we would perform in connection with 
the Kundapdyindmayana would be exactly the original one (¢.e., it would 
be performed both morning and evening, not only once), 


~ON A N N P A S PN AN, ENIN a e, a 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of the ‘Pagu’ and the ‘Soma’ being independent 
Actions.] 


Sitra (17): Because of the connection with certain 
materials the words ‘ pacu, etc.’ and ‘soma, etc.’ contain 
injunctions; as in the context the mention of the mere 
material would be useless—specially because the words 
do not serve the purpose of laying down accessory 
materials, 


[(1) We have a sentence ‘ pagumialabhéta’ ; and in continuation of this 
we have the sentences ‘hrdayasydgre’ vadyati, atha jihvaya atha vakshasahk.’ 
(2) Then again we have the sentence ‘soména yajéta,? and in its con- 
tinuation, the sentences ‘aindravdyavam grhnāti, mattrdvarunam grhnaiz, 
etc.’ And the question that arises is this: Is ‘d@labh&a’ a mere reference 
to the actions laid down by ‘avadyati’ ? and is ‘ yajéta’ a mere reference 
to those laid down by ‘grhnāti?? or do they lay down independent 
actions by themselves ? } 

The case of ‘pagu’ is mentioned first, because it is the more 
difficult to be explained. Asa matter of fact, in the sentence ‘ pagum, etc.’, 
there are two words that are suspected of being mere references to a 
number of actions taken collectively ; these words are ‘ pagu’, and the 
root ‘ yaji’ (to sacrifice) which (though not actually present in the sen- 
tence) is implied by the relationship of the pagu with the deity Agni- 
shoma; because the sentence (‘agnishomiyam pagumdlabheta’) in its 
complete form would be in the form of ‘ agnishomiyéna pacund yajéta’ 
whereof one part is directly mentioned, while another is only 
inferred (from the relationship mentioned in it). Thus then, the form 
of the question too becomes this: Is the word ‘ pagu’ a mere reference 
to the ‘hrdaya, etc.’, and the word ‘yajz’ to the sacrifices implied 
by the word ‘avadyati’ ? or do they lay down an independent ‘ yaga’ and 
pacu (as its material), the other sentences only serving to point out their 
accessory details ? 

In the same manner, the question with reference to the other set of 
sentences is this: Is the word ‘ yajéta’ a mere reference to the sacrifice 
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implied by the relationship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in 
the sentences ‘ aindravdyavam, etc.’, and the word ‘soma’ to the juice 
used at those sacrifices ? or the sentence ‘ soména yajéta ’ lays down an in- 
dependent action together with the material to be used in it? 

The Bhadshya has said: Kimavadyatigrhndtibhyam coditanam karma- 
nām, etc. But, inasmuch as the actions of ‘avadyati’ and ‘grhnatc’ 
are not synonymous with ‘sacrifice’, we must take the Bhaishya as refer- 
ring to those actions that are inferred from the relationship of the actions 
of ‘ avadyati’ and ‘ grhpāti, and which aro laid down by means of the 
conjugational affixes in these two verbs. And as a matter of fact, the word 
‘ alabhéta’ also serves the purpose of indicating the sacrifice that is implied 
by the action of ‘ alabhatd’ (killing). 

Or, it may be that no mention is made by the Bhāshya of the fact 
of the action of ‘avadyat:’ indicating the sacrifice at all; what then 
is meant to be the question is as to whether the word ‘ dlubhatz’ 
(‘=killing’) is a mere reference to the ‘killing’ implied by the 
action of ‘ dvadyati’ (=cutting) ;—and the fact of each of these pieces 
cut being related to a definite deity leads to the inference of so 
many sacrifices, —or the ‘ killing’ mentioned by ‘ Glabhéta’ leads to the 
inference of a single sacrifice of the Pacu? In the same manner, in 
the case of the other sentence, does the ‘ sacrifice ’ (indicated by the word 
‘ grhknati’) consist in the mere ‘holding’ (‘ grahana °) of the material? In 
this manner the words of the Bhashyu, embodying the question, could be 
taken literally. 

On this question, then, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The words in question are mere references to a number of actions 
“ taken collectively. 

“ Because, as in the case of the sentences ‘ yadfqneyoshtakapalah, etc.” 
“ the real ond of the sentence is not served until the ‘sacrifice’ has been 
‘inferred (because the Cake cannot be spoken of as ‘ dgneya’ until it has 
“ been offered in sacrifice to the Deity Agnz),—so also, in the case of the 
“sentences ‘aindravadyam, etc.’, their full signification would not be 
“accomplished until they implied a ‘ sacrifice’ (at which}the Soma would 
“be offered to Indra-Vayu, when alone it could be spoken of as 
“‘agindravayavam’). That is to say, the relationship of the Deity and the 
‘material mentioned in the word ‘ aindravdyavam’ cannot be complete 
“until a ‘ sacrifice’ has been implied; and so long as the sentence itself is 
“ not complete, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (in the shape 
“ of ‘ soména yajēta ’, for which, according to the Siddhanta, it would lay 
“down an accessory detail); and as such the sacrifice mentioned by the 
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“sentence ‘soména yajéta ? could not yet come in as the ‘sacrifice’ sought 
“after; nor, on the other hand, would it be possible for the sentences 
“i aindraviyam, etc.’ to lay down the Deities for the sacrifice laid down by 
“the sentence ‘soména yajéta’, which, having no Deity mentioned, is 
“wanting in an accessory detail, When, however, the sentences ‘ aindra- 
“ vyavam, etc.’ have implied a ‘sacrifice’, then, inasmuch as one ‘ sacrifice’ 
“cannot serve as the accessory detail of another sacrifice, we are forced to 
“admit that that spoken of in the sentence ‘soména yajéta’ is a mere 
‘*‘referonce to those sacrifices that have been laid down in the context (by 
“the sentences ‘aindravayavam grhnati, cte.’). 

“ As for the anomaly of having to accept a qualified Injunction, this is 
“found in your theory also; because, according to you also, what is enjoined 
“is the sacrifice at which Soma ts the material offered. In fact you have to 
“admit a qualified injunction in the case of the Agnishomijya as well as in 
the case of the Aindravayava sentences; whereas we have to admit it 
“only in the latter; and this makes a vast difference between our 
** positions. 

“ Further, the kind of Action that you will seek to have enjoined (by 
“the sentence ‘soména yuayéia’) can never form the object of an Injunc- 
“tion, as we have shown above, in connection with the Agnihotra, where 
“ it has been pointed out that the injunctive potency pertains directly to 
“the directly-mentioned material (soma); and as such the sentence could 
“ not serve the purpose of enjoining the sacrifice; and as such we cannot but 
“admit the ‘ yajz’ (in ‘ yayéta’) to be a mere reference to certain pre- 
“viously mentioned sacrifices ; what, then, the sentence does, in connection 
“ with the said sacrifices, is to specify the material (soma), which had been 
“ generally implied by the verb ‘grhnāti? Or, it may be that the Soma-juice 
“ being mentioned by certain auxiliary sentences in the same context—such, 
“for instance, as ‘somam krīnātt’, ‘ somamabhishunoti,’ ‘ somampavayati,’ 
“etc.’,—it is with reference to this juice, that we have the Injunctions in 
“the word ‘ grhndtz’; and thus then, Soma cannot be the object of Injunc- 
“tion (in tho sentence ‘ soména yajéta’); and consequently, inasmuch as 
“the word ‘soma’ has the Instrumental-ending it becomes co-extensive (or 
“ synonymous) with the ‘sacrifico’ whichis the material Instrumont (in 
“the accomplishment of the result); hence in accordance with sūtra 
“ T—iv—4, the word ‘ soma’ becomes the name of the sacrifice (the mean- 
“ ing of the sentence thus being that ‘ one should offer the sacrifice called 
“ Soma’). 

Objection: ‘We have already got a name for this sacrifice—‘ Jyotish- 
“ toma’; what then would be the use of another name P ’ 

“ Reply: What harm is there if we have another name? Very often 
“ we find people speaking of one sacrifice by two names. 
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“ The useful purpose served by such reference to a number of sacrifices, 
“as we hold, is that it is only when all these sacrifices are referred to 
“collectively as one, that they could be spoken of in the singular num- 
“ber, in the final sentence that sums up their performability (viz., the 
“sentence ‘zyotishtomena svargakdmo yajëta’). Hence we conclude that 
“the sentence in question is a mere reference to previous sacrifices. 

“ Objection: ‘What you say may apply to the case of the sentence 
“soména yajéta, because the sentences aindravityavam, etc., express a 
“relationship between the material and the Deities; in the case of the 
“sentence pagumilabheta, however, we find that in the sentences hrdaya- 
“ sydyre’vadyati, etc., we have the mere verb avadyati,—exactly as in the 
“sentence vatsamalabheta, which is connected with the material only, in the 
“shape of the Ardaya, ete., without any connection with any deity ; and as 
“such how could such a verb as avadyati lay down a sacrifice? And how 
“then could the mention of the word ‘pugu’ be a mere reference to the 
“ hrdaya, etc, ?’ 

Reply: Justas in the case of the mention of ‘ pagu’ (animal) in general, 
“the mantra leads us to believe that the goat is meant,—so, in the same 
‘manner, the mention of the limbs Ardaya, ete., points to that animal 
‘itself, as the source (or material cause) of those limbs. That is to say, 
‘the hrdaya, etc., stand in need of a source from which they would 
“come forth; and the mantra having pointed to the goat, it is the 
“t paçutva’ of this goat that is referred to by the word ‘ pagu’ (in the 
“sentence ‘ pacumalabheta’); and the Deity of the actions mentioned in 
“these sentences (‘ Ardasydgre’vadyati, etc.’) being laid down by the 
“sentence ‘agnishomiyam pagumilabhéta,’ there would be nothing in 
“the way of those sentences laying down the sacrifice. 

“Or, it may be that, in accordance with the Jaw ‘sannayyam va 
“ tatprabhavatvat’, the ‘avadyati’ (of the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc.’) 
“may be taken as a part of the ‘avadyati’ in connection with 
“the Sanndyya; and this latter is wellknown as serving the pur- 
‘pose of preparing (or purifying) the material for the Darga- 
“ Pirnamasa sacrifice; and hence it is only when the hrdaya, etc., 
“are the materials used at the Darga-Parnamasa, that they become 
“connectable with the verb ‘ avadyati’ ; consequently, just as, when we 
“meet with the sentence laying down the pounding of the Putika 
“(as a substitute for Soma), we conclude that it must be connected 
“ with some sacrifice—cven when no such connection is directly mentioned ; 
“ because otherwise, there would be no use of the said ‘pounding’ 5-80, in 
“the same manner, in the case in question, there being no use for the 
“ < avadyati’, unless it implied a sacrifice, we conclude that there ‘must bea 

“ sacrifice contisoted with it; and it is these sacrifices,, ~ ferred in connection 
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‘‘ with each of the limbs (Ardaya, grīvā, etc.) mentioned, that are referred 
“to by the word ‘dlabhéta’. And as the necessity of such inference of 
‘sacrifices is equally present in your theory also, it cannot be brought 
‘forward as a special weakness in our theory. 

“ Further, if there were, as you hold, a single Soma-sacrifice (for 
“which the sentonces ‘ dindravadyavam, etc.’ would lay down accessory 
“ details), then, inasmuch as ‘Indra,’ ‘Vayu,’ and the rest would all 
“serve the same purpose of the Deity at that sacrifice, they would 
“become optional alternatives; and as such they should not have 
“ been mentioned in a definite order, one after the other; nor should 
“they have been subsequently mentioned collectively, That is 
“to say, just as in the matter of the making of the sacrificial 
“ post, when we have many kinds of wood mentioned,—though all serve 
“the same purpose of a tethering post for the animal,—in the shape 
“of the Paldga, the Khadira, ete., we take them as optional alternatives, 
‘‘—go, in the same manner, in the case in question we must regard the 
“various Deities as optional alternatives. In our theory, on the other 
“hand, each of the Deities belonging to a distinct sacrifice, and all the 
“ Deities and sacrifices serving to bring about transcendental results, it is 
“only natural that all of them should be laid down by a single word 
“ (*7yotishtoma’) with regard to the Result (attainment of Heaven) ; and 
“as such there is nothing incongruous (in their being mentioned 
“collectively, or in a definite order of sequence). (And as all the sacri- 
“fices are laid down collectively with reference to the result, they have 
‘all to be performed, and they cannot be taken as optional alterna- 
“ tives). 

“ Though in the case of the ‘ Paçu’ also, we find that the various 
‘** avadyatz’s’ are mentioned in a definite order, one after the other— 
“* hrdayasyāgrevadyati, atha jihvāyāh, utha vakshasak’; and then again 
“ we find them mentioned collectively, in the sentence ‘ ëkädaça vai pagora- 
“ vadānāni ’; yet this has not been mentioned above (along with the 
“ soma) ; because even in a single sacrifice, the eleven pieces could be offered 
“one after the other (and as such each ‘ avadyat?’ would not necessarily 
“ mean a distinct sacrifice). Specially as even if the Aydaya and the other 
“limbs had not been mentioned collectively, there could have been no 
“ offering of the whole animal, as mentioned in the original Injunction ; in 
“ any case a cutting out of the various limbs would be a necessity, because 
“there is an established law that only those parts of the body should be 
“ offered in sacrifice which are not thrown aside according to other texts 
“(for instance, the blood, is always to be thrown aside). In the case 
“of the Soma, however, even the original Injunction does not lay down 
“the whole Soma (ie., all the Soma in the world); and hence this alone 
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“has been mentioned in connection with the sequential mention of the 
“various ‘ grhndats ’s. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the sentences in question must 
“ be taken as mere references to previous sacrifices.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply : 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence is actually recog- 
nised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it to be a 
mere reference to these; in the cases in question, however, we do not 
find this to be the case. 

That is to say, if in the case in question we recognised the sacrifice to 
be exactly the same in allits details as those mentioned before,—as we do in 
the case of the Paurnamdasa sacrifice,—then we could take the sentence as a 
mere reference. If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the root 
‘yajý’ alone, then we could conclude it to be a reference bereft of the 
qualifications. In the cases in question, however, we find that the sacrifices 
mentioned before are (1) those that have the ‘ hyrdaya, etc., and (2) those 
having the Juice, for the material to be offered; while the sacrifices men- 
tioned by the sentences in question have, for their materials, the Pagu and 
the Soma respectively; and thus these latter not being recognised to be 
the same as the former ones, we cannot take these sentences to be mere 
references to the former sacrifices. 

It might here be argued that—“ inasmuch as the modifications are 
“ generally spoken of as the original substance, we could take the words 
“< pagu’ and ‘soma’ as indirectly referring to their respective modifications, 
“ the limbs ‘ hrdaya, etc.’ and the juice.” 

But this cannot be; because without sufficient reason we cannot have 
recourse to such indirect indication. It is only when we find a word 
spoken of as co-extensive or synonymous with another word that has an al- 
together different signification, (as in the sentence ‘ agnirmanavakah '),—or 
when the direct meaning of the word is found to be incompatible with the 
rest of the sentence,—that we can have recourse to the-secom ary indirect 
significations of words. In the case in question, we have none of these 
two conditions; because there is nothing incompatible in the fact of the 
sentences in question laying down distinct sacrifices, at which the Animal 
and the Soma—which are directly expressed by the words used, ‘ pagu’ and 
‘soma ’—would be the respective materials offered; nor is there any in- 
congruity in the fact of these words not finding a place in the midst of the 
former sentences, Consequently, even though the verbs ‘avadyati’ and 
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‘grhnati’ be taken as laying down certain sacrifices, these must be totally 
different from those laid down by the sentences in question. 

Question: “ Why cannot we take the sentences in question as laying 
“down the Pagu and the Soma only as the material origin of the materials 
“ laid down for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences ?” 

In answer, the Bhashya has said—g¢rutyd hi rasa aindravdyavah : 
According to the Pirvapakshin, who denies the sentence ‘ pagum, etc.’ to be 
the originative Injunction of an Action, it must be taken only as laying 
down the Deity (Agni-Soma) for the previous sacrifices ; and as such the 
other accessory, in the shape of the material paçu, not being capable of 
being enjoined by the same sentence (because the sacrifice having been 
laid down by the sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc.’, the subsequent sentence 
‘ pagum, etc,’ could not lay down more than one accessory ; on account of 
the law ‘prāptē karmani ndnéko vidhutum pkyate gunah’); and for this 
reason, in answering the above objection, the Bhashya mentions the case of 
Soma only; the sense of the Bhashya is that the injunction of the Soma 
plant (as the material for the previously-mentioned sacrifices) could only 
be by means of Syntactical Connection (Vakya), while that of the juice is 
by means of Direct Assertion (in the senteiice ‘ acndravdyavam, etc.’); and 
thus when the former would be pitted against this latter, it could have no 
connection at all with the sacrifice in question (because of the admittedly 
superior authority of Direct Assertion over Syntactical Connection). 

Question: “ The Injunctions of the Aindravayava, etc., not mentioning 
“any particular material, how can the juzce be said to have been laid 
“down by Direct Assertion? As a matter of fact, it is indicated only by 
“the Context; and as the Context is always weaker in authority than 
“ Syntactical Connection, the Soma-plant which is laid down by this latter 
“must be admitted to be more authoritative than the juice.” 

Reply: The connection with some sort of a material is directly men- 
tioned by means of the Deific A ffixes (in ‘ Aindravdyavam’, etc.) ; and what 
the Context does is only to specify that material. We shall show below, 
under s#tra 23, that. the Direct signification of the nominal Affix having 
connected, with the Deity, a particular material that is pointed out by the 
indications of Syntactical Connection, Context, etc., there arises a question 
as to what this particular material is, and then it is only this pointing 
out of the particular material that is done by Syntactical Connection, etc. ; 
and it is not these latter that lay down the connection with the Deity. 

And farther, we find that the juice is laid down by the originative 
Injunction itself, whereas the Soma-plant is got at from another sentence ; 
and as such the plant cannot but be less authoritative, for one who is seek- 
ing after the previously mentioned sacrifice only. 

And thus, even on the ground of the difference in materials, there 
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would be a difference between the sacrifices laid down by the former 
sentences, and that enjoined by the sentenco in question, 

These arguments, however, can be successfully met by the opponent 
who will argue as follows : 

“In the case of the ‘ ashtakapala’ cake, etc., though we find that these 
“ cakes are directly laid down as the materials, yet we accept the Oorn ( Vrihz) 
“as the material, though this is pointed out only by Syntactical Connec- 
“tion; and in the same manner we could accept the Soma as the enjoined 
“ material. It is only when there isa contradiction between two things 
“that the stronger sets aside the weaker; and this is not the case when 
“the two things are quite compatible with one another. In the case in 
“ question we find that the Soma is quite compatible with the juice, 
‘because this latter stands in need of something from which it could be 
“extracted, and the Soma-plant comes in as fulfilling this requirement. 
“ For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ dgnéyo shtakapdalah, ctc.’, though 
“we find that the ‘ ashtakapala’ is directly laid down by the sentence, yet 
“ when the Vriht and the Yava come to be laid down as the materials, there 
‘is no contradiction ; for these corns are actually required as the material 
“out of which the ashtakapdla cake would be made ; and certainly, in taking 
“up the Vriht one does not give up the making of the Ashtakapdla; and 
‘hence in this case the action with reference to which Vrihz is laid down as 
“ the material is not recognised as any other than that for which the ‘ Ashta- 
‘‘ kapala’ has been laid down, Exactly in the same manner, in the case in 
“question, in taking up the Soma-plant, ono does not give up the juice ; 
“and hence there being no incompatibility between the two, inasmuch as 
“ the ‘ Soma’ mentioned in the sentence in question can very well be taken 
“as the material for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences, the 
“sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“ merely on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned. And 
“ further, the argument applies equally to the Siddhanta also ; becsuse the 
“ Siddhanta also does not hold that the unpounded Soma-plant is to be offered 
“at the sacrifice; and hence just as for you the Plant would only be the 
“source of the Juice, so also would it be for the Parvapakshin. As a matter 
‘of fact, it is your own theory that would be the more incon gruous of the 
“two. For in yorr case, if the Plant, as mentioned in the originative In- 
“ junction, were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then it 
“ would never do to turn it into Juice, in accordance with other sentences. 
“In our case, inasmuch as the juice would not be possible without its origin 
“ (in the shape of the Plant), our sentence would always be on the look- 
‘‘ out for the mention of this source ; and hence even if such source happens 
“ to be mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous in our 
“having recourse to it. In your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
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“original Plant itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
“« does not stand in need of any mention of its modifications ; and as such 
“any connection of these would be wholly incompatible; consequently, we 
“could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences.” 

In view of these arguments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Vrīhi, etc., which 
completely shut our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question 
of the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the 
refutation of the view of the sentences in question being mere 
references to previously mentioned sacrifices, In the case of the ‘ Pagu’, 
however, as the animal ns a whole is not capable of being bodily offered 
at a sacrifice, the above arguments of the opponent would not apply ; 
and hence for this case alone, the argument of the Injunction of different 
materials would be a good one for the Siddhānta. But in the case of 
‘ Soma’, it becomes necessary for us to refute the opponent’s arguments 
based upon the Injunction of the Vrīhi; and for this purpose we have 
the next sūtra. 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Siddhanta 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of 
Vrihc), the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments em- 
bodied in the following sūtra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present sūtra as embodying the Pūrva- 
paksha, and the next sttra,—in which the ‘ca’ may be taken in the sense of 
‘tu’ (which is a sign of the Sidddanta-sitra)—as putting forth the 
Siddhanta, 


=e Se 


It may be asked how the present sūtra can be taken as expressing thie 
Pirvapaksha. 'This we proceed to explain as follows : 

The question being,—do the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc.’ and ‘ aindra- 
vdyavam, etc.’ serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the 
Dudhi, etc.; and the subsequent sentences (‘ pagum, etc.’ and ‘soména, 
etc.’) are the originative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned P—or do 
the former sentences themselves serve as the Injunctions of sacrifices P— 
we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc.’ or ‘aindravdyavam, etc.’ do not 
“serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences 
“c dadhnā juhoti’ and the rest; in fact these themselves are original In- 
“junctions. Why? Because of the mention of materials,—i.e., because of 
“the mention of such materials as hrdaya, etc., these sentences are the 
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“ Injunctions of the Pagu and the Soma. As otherwise, through the Con- 
“ text, the connection of Hrdaya, etc., would become subsidiary to the 
“ sacrifice; while as a matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection 
“ to serve as its accessory ; because that would be contrary to the ‘ pagu’ 
“and the ‘soma-plant’ laid down in the original Injunctive sentences. 
“ Or, in accordance with a previous law, the ‘ Pagu’ and the ‘ Soma’ 
“ having been obtained from other sentences, the mention of the con- 
“nection of materials, in the present context, would, in your theory, 
“be wholly useless. In my theory, on the other hand, the word ‘Soma’ 
“(in ‘soména yajéta’) is the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 
* Sagnishomiyam pagum, etc,’ serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 
“ Agni-Soma ; and thus none of these two sentences making mention of 
“any material, the mention of materials in the other sentences is not at 
‘all superfluous. Consequently we conclude that the real Injunctions of 
“the sacrifices are contained in the sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc.’ and 
“ aindravdyavam, etc.’ (and the sentences ‘agnishomiyam pagum, etc.’ and 
“t soména yajéta’ are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively,— 
“the former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the offer- 
“ ings of the pieces, and the latter supplying the name of the sacrifices 
“ taken collectively).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (18): But as (laying down) purificatory rites 
they cannot be injunctive (of independent Actions). 


The sentences in question cannot be taken as mere references to pre- 
vious sacrifices, because of these latter not being the sacrifices treated of by 
the context,—an argument that has already been explained on a previous 
occasion, in sūtra II—ii—10. 

Question: “ But how is it that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
“ by the Context ? ” 

Answer: Because the words ‘avadyati’ and ‘grhnāti’ are not in- 
junctive of sacrifices ; as what they do is only to lay down certain purifi- 
catory or preparatory rites; because they are actually found to end with 
them: as when a sentence is actually found to have its sole ending in the 
pointing out of such rites, there is no ground for assuming a sacrifice to be 
indirectly indicated. 

Because such a sacrifice, if it could be assumed, could only be 
assumed in the following manner: ‘when a substance is taken up with 
reference to a certain deity, unless it is connected with some sacrifice, 
it does not become dedicated to that Deity’. But in this no sooner do we 
proceed to assume a sacrifice, on account of. the said apparent Inconsis- 
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tency (of the fact of the substance having been taken up for a particular 
Deity), than we are faced by a direct mention of the ‘sacrifice’ in a 
sentence close by (viz: ‘soména yajéta’), which at once makes possible all 
the relationships between the substances and Deities in question; and as 
such, it completely shuts the door of any authority for assuming another 
sacrifice ; and when no such sacrifice would be mentioned by the sentences 
(‘ grhnatz, etc.’), to an aggregate of what would the sentence in question 
be a reference P 

(1) It has been urged above —that “as in the case of the sentence 
“© agneyo shtākapälo, etc.’, until the sentence (‘ grhndtz, ete.) has actually 
“ indicated a sacrifice, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (for 
“instance, ‘soména yajéta’’ which would supply the necessary element 
“of the ‘ sacrifice ’).”’ 

To this we make the following reply: In all cases a sentence is 
completed by means of a direction for the activity of a human agent; and 
so long as this direction is not got at, the sentence remains incomplete ; 
while when that direction has been got at, it is complete, and can very 
well be taken along with other sentences. For instance, in the sentence 
‘Agnéyo’shtakapalo bhavati’ we do not perceive any other action of the 
human agent than the sacrifice; and hence until this sacrifice has been 
duly indicated the sentence remains incomplete. In the case in question, 
however, the sentence ‘aindravdyavam grhnati’ serves to direct the 
human agent to take up (the vessel containing the juice, etc.), and thus, 
even without the indication of a sacrifice, it has got a distinct object 
for its injunctiveness, and as such is quite complete in itself; and that 
the sentence stands in need of something else is quite another matter 
(having nothing to do with the completeness of the sentence) ; because 
in all cases, even when the sentence is complete in itself, it does not, by 
that fact, give up all its need for other factors; nor does the fact of its 
being in such need make the sentence incomplete; and as we recognise the 
fact that this need is supplied by another sentence, there can be nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a complete sentence bing related to another 
sentence. Consequently when we proceed to assume a sacrifice in connec- 
tion with each of the sentences (‘aindrevadyavam grhniti,’ eto.), the 
‘sacrifice’ mentioned by the sentence ‘somena yajeta’ at once presents 
itself (and thus puts a stop to the said assumption) ; and there is nothing 
incongruous in this, ` 

In the case of the sentence ‘dgneyo .... bhavati,’ the action of 
‘being’ does not belong to the human agent; and as such until the 
‘sacrifice’ is assumed there is no object, either enjoined or pro- 
hibited, and hence the sentence being incomplete, and as such having no 
capability of requiring the ‘aid of any other sentence, the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
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(necessary for the completing of the sentence) has got to be inferred ; 
consequently no ‘ sacrifice’ that is mentioned in any other sentence, comes 
to be related to it; and herein lies the great difference between the two 
sentences ‘ dgneyo, etc.’ and ‘ aindrdvadyavam, etc.’ 

(2) Another objection urged above is that the ‘ pagu’ and the ‘ soma’ 
“ being laid down in the originative injunction, it cannot be proper for us 
“ to modify them (into juice and the limbs, respectively, as laid down by 
“ the various ‘ grhnati’s’ and ‘ avadyati’s’).” 

The following is the reply to this objection: Itis only when the two 
substances concerned are wholly different from one another, that there can 
be any comparison between their respective authoritative character ; in the 
case in question, however, through the juice and the various limbs also, it 
is only the soma and the animal that form part of the sacrifices concerned. 
If the sentences wholly renounced the Soma and the Animal laid 
down in the originative injunction, and laid down other substances wholly 
different from them, then alone could there be a contradiction (between 
the substances enjoined by the two sentences); as it is, however (what 
the subsequent sentences lay down is that), the sacrifice is accomplished 
by means of the Animal itself, through its various limbs, as also by means of 
the Soma, through its juice; and certainly there can be no contradiction 
in the presence of (different) methods of procedure. For the Animal and 
the Soma, being laid down as the means of performing the sacrifices, stand 
in need of the method of that performance; and it is this method that 
is suppliod by the mention of the fact that the animal has to be cut up 
into its several limbs and then offered in sacrifice, and the Soma has to be 
pounded into juice before it is offered; and thus the mention of the 
‘ hrdaya, ’ etc., and the ‘juice’ only serves to help the original mention of 
the substance, and there is no chance of contradiction. 

(3) Another objection is that—“ the Soma having been mentioned, as 
“ the substance to be offered, by other sentences in the same context, such 
“as ‘somam krindti,’ otc., the further mention of the same substance 
“ ‘somu ’ (by the sentence ‘ soména yajeta’) is wholly superfluous.” 

In reply to this, we have the Sutra itself; the sense being that those 
sentences—‘ Somam krindt:,’ etc., do not serve the purpose of enjoining 
either the Soma or the Animal; as all that they do is to speak of the 
method of preparing these. That is to say, the substance (Soma), as laid 
down by the sentence ‘ somena yajeta’, having been recognised as tending, 
in some way or other, to accomplish the sacrifice, what the sentences, 
‘somam krindti,’ etc., do is to lay down that the sacrifice is to be performed 
by means only of such Soma as has been purchased in a certain manner, 
and prepared into the form of Juice by pounding, etc. 

(4) Nor are the words of the mantris capable, as urged in the 
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Purvapaksha (text, p. 507), of pointing out the goat, which has not 
yet been laid down; what those words do is to set at rest the uncertainty 
with regard to the character of the ‘ pacu’ as laid down by the sentence 
‘pacunt yajeta.’ Nor does the verb ‘ avadyati’ necessarily imply ‘ sacri- 
fice’; and even without the ‘sacrifice’ the verb would mention the mere 
‘cutting,’ which would, by itself, be of use, either in connection with the 
Veda, or in ordinary life. On the other hand, the peculiar relationship 
between the Substance and the Deity, as expressed hy the word ‘ aindravi- 
yavam,’ would not be possible without a ‘ sacrifice’; and as such there is 
a great difference (between the inference or implication of the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
by the sentence ‘ azndravadyavam,’ etc., and that by ‘ hrdayasydvadyati,’ etc. 

(5) The ‘avadyati’ of the Sanndyya is not laid down in connection 
with the Primary Sacrifice of the Context under cousideration ; because 
it is only indirectly implied ; and as such the qualifications and accessories 
of that ‘avadyati’ could not be transferred to the ‘ avadyatz’ in question. 
Nor is the fact of being for the sake of the sacrificial substance the 
method of the ‘ avadana’ (cutting); and thus too, the said fact could not 
be transferred (as it is only the method that can be thus transferred). Nor 
in such cases, can we have any operation of the Sdmdnyatodrshta Infer- 
ence (towards the inference of the ‘sacrifice’). As for the pounding of 
the Putikd, and the eatiny of the Phalacamasa, itis by means of Syntactical 
Connection and Context that they are cognized as helping in the comple- 
tion of the sacrifice; and consequently the case of the pounding of the 
Putika is not identical with that of ‘avadyati’ in the matter of the 
implication of the ‘sacrifice.’ In the case of the sentences dealing with 
‘Soma’ also—(‘Somend yajeta, aindravayavam, etc., etc., etc.’), the 
qualified Injunction (of the sacrifice by means of the Soma) being directly 
mentioned, there is no room for any implied sacrifice; and as such the 
case of these too is different (from that of the ‘pounding of the 
Putika’). 

(6) In the case of the sentences ‘ aindravdyavam, etc., even if they 
are secondary sentences laying down accessory materials, there is no 
syntactical split, as in the case of the sentence ‘ dgnéyo’shtakapdalo, etc.’ 

Because, though as mentioning more than one deity (Indra and Vayu), 
the sentence has more than one object of Injunction, yet, on account of 
there being another action (in the shape of the ‘ grahanw’), there is every 
possibility of the Injunction being that of a qualified object. That is to 
say, the sentence can very well be taken as an Injunction of the Bhavana 
of the‘ grahana’ qualified by the deities Indra, Vayu and the rest. Or, it 
may be that the ‘grahana’ being necessarily implied, the sentence serves 
the purpose of laying down a single joint Deity (Indra-Vayu) mentioned 
by means of the Dwandwa compound; and thus there would be no 
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incongruity in the case. And as the connection of these with the Primary 
Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) is pointed out by the Context, there would be no 
incongruity, even if the sentence in question were taken as a secondary 
sentence (laying down accessory details). 

Thus then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences ‘ aindravayavam 
etc. °) having the character of mere Preparatory Actions, they stand in need 
of the mention of a ‘ sacrifice’ somewhere else; and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the fact of such a‘ sacrifice’ being laid down 
by another sentence (‘soména yajéta, etc.’). 

And our way of taking the sentences has the following advantage: (1) 
The singular number in ‘jyotcshtoména’ becomes capable of being taken 
directly (and not figuratively, as necessitated by the Pūrvapaksha, which 
makes it refer to many sacrifices); (2) we are saved the useless trouble of 
accepting the word ‘ soma’ (in ‘soména yajetu’) as a second name for the 
Jyotishtoma ; (3) nor is it necessary for us to accept the apparently useless 
fact ofthe sentence in question being a reference to all the other sentences, 
as in the case of the Purvdpuksha in connection with the Agharagnihotra. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question are 
injunctions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices. 


Siitra (19): Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
Action; as the substances are distinct, it would be useless (to 
mention another connection); hence thereis a difference (in the 
‘grahana >); specially as it is subservient to the substance. 


[Sūtra (20) is not specially dealt with by the Vartika; it is thus: 
The preparatory action does not differ, because the substance 
being for the sake of something else, it has a subordinate position.] 


[Sutra (19) embodies the reply to the objection urged in the text 
on p. 509, beginning with the words ‘ cakyaparitharantwidam.’ | 

As the opponent has not urged the objection based upon the fact of 
the ‘ avadyati ’s* being mentioned in a definite order, etc., etc., with reference 
to the ‘ Pacu,’ we lay aside this sentence for the present, to be dealt 
with under Sūtra X—vii—1 et seq., where we shall deal with the question 
as to whether the offering should be cut out from the whole animal, or 
from each of its limbs, or from only one limb, or only from those enumer- 
ated, namely, the Heart and the rest. 

What concerns us now is the meeting of the objection with reference 
to the ‘Soma’ (as it is with reference to this alone that the objection has 
been levelled against us). And to that we make the following reply :— 

If the Deities of the sacrifice were separately mentioned directly | 
by the sentences, then alone could they be taken as optional alternatives ; 
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as a matter of fact, however, we find that all of them are mentioned as 
being connected with the sacrifice simultaneously. In a case where the 
sentence mentions a relationship independently of everything else, there 
alone could all the deities, serving the same purpose of accomplishing 
the sacrifice, be taken collectively. 

That is to say, if we had such direct injunctions as ‘ aindravdyavena 
yajēta’ or ‘Indravayubhyam yagam nirvartayé’, then, inasmuch as the 
Deities would be pointed out as serving the same purpose, by sentences 
independently of one another, they would come to be taken as optional 
alternatives. As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, we 
find that they are mentioned as in connection with ‘ grahapa,’ and become 
connected with the ‘sacrifice’ only indirectly by means of Context (and 
not directly by the Sentence). And as for the Context, it does nob operate 
variously (or separately); and as such it could not connect, with the 
-“ sacrifice, > each individual Deity independently by itself; consequently, 
what actually happens is that all the various ‘grahanas’ having keen 
simultaneously taken as constituting the method (of the sacrifice), the 
Deities mentioned in connection with these (grahanas) not having their 
ends duly fulfilled by that (grahana) alone, all of them at once, being 
required by the ‘sacrifice’ dealt with in the Context, become simultane- 
ously connected with it; (and as such there is nothing wrong in their 
being mentioned collectively). 

As a rule, too, we accept a number of things to be optional alterna- 
tives when they are mentioned as employed for the same purpose, inde- 
pendently of one another; and the reason for this is that in such cases, 
the individual capability of each of these, by itself, is distinctly expressed 
by the sentence ; and hence if they were to depend upon one another, this 
individual capability would be destroyed ; and hence they are all accepted 
to be optional alternatives. In the case in question, however, the capabi- 
lity of accomplishing the Jyotishfoma is not found to belong singly to each 
one of the deities mentioned—Indra, Vayu, etc. ; because we have no direct 
declaration of such capability. Though each one of them has the 
capability of accomplishing a sacrifice in general, yet, the particular sacri- 
fice, in the shape of the Jyotishtoma, can be accomplished only in the way 
laid down in the scriptural text; and hence each of the deities men- 
tioned does not serve the same purpose. On the other hand, we find the 
two kinds of corns, the Vrīhi and the Yava, serving the same purpose ; 
and hence they are taken as optional alternatives; specially because each 
of them is laid down as independent of the other, by independent sen- 
tences, as to be employed in the sacrifice. 

Objection : “ We find that we have actually a sentence ‘ acndravayavam 
“ gofhnāti’ laying down the deities Indra and Vāyu; and hence the 


716 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. II—PADA II-——ADHI (6). 


‘‘ sentence that follows ‘ mattrdvarunam grhnāti’ is distinctly recognised 
“as capable of pointing out a deity, independently of the preceding 
“ sentence.” 

Reply: It is true that with reference to the ‘ grahana,’ the deities 
are laid down independently of one another; but in that case, all of them 
do not serve the same purpose; because being only a purificatory or 
preparatory action, the ‘ grahanas’ can have only transcendental results ; 
and thus varying in each case, and not serving the same end, the various 
deities mentioned cannot be taken as optional alternatives. 

Question : “ But how do you conclude them to have only transcen- 
‘© dental results ? ” 

Answer: When a certain thing, having been mentioned in connection 
with the Primary Action, happens to be directly mentioned in connection 
with the Preparatory Action, then in that case, such a thing serves a 
visible purpose; and so also when, as a matter of fact, the Preparatory 
Action cannot actually be accomplished without that thing. That is to 
say, (1) if the deities having been previously connected with the ‘sacri- 
fice’ (in the sentence ‘ soména yajyeta’) were again directly mentioned with 
reference to the grahanas,—as they are mentioned in connection with the 
nirvapa and the dvdhana; or (2) if without these Deities, the ‘ grahana ° 
could not be accomplished ;—then the mention of the Deities in connection 
with the ‘ grahanas’ would be for the purpose of a visible end, in the 
shape of recalling to the mind the Deities in connection with the coming 
sacrifice. In the case in question, however, we find that the Deities Indra, 
Vayu, and the rest have not been previously mentioned in connection with 
the Jyotishtoma; nor is it that without those Deities, the ‘ grahanas’ 
could not be accomplished ; and consequently, under the circumstances, 
when we find the ‘ grahana’ mentioned along with a certain Deity, this 
cannot but be taken as fulfilling an imperceptible transcendental result. 

Objection: “ When we have come to know that these deities belong 
“ to the sacrifice, then, even without a previous mention of these (in con- 
“ nection with the primary sacrifice), we could take all of them as serving 
“ the same visible purpose of recalling the Deities in connection with that 
‘* sacrifice.” 

Reply : It is not so; because as a rule, it is at the time of the 
actual Injunction that the purpose served by the factors enjoined is sought 
after ; and hence it is with reference to that time that we should ascertain 
whether the purpose served is a visible or an invisible one. That is to 
say, it is at the time of the operation of the sentence ‘ aindravdyavam 
grhndii’ that we have a want to know what purpose is served by it; and 
though at that time, we do, somehow or other, come to ascertain, 
through the Context, the connection of the ‘ sacrifice’ with ‘ the grahana,’ 
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which embodies the method (of that sacrifice), yet, inasmuch as the 
Deities themselves are connected with something (7.e., the ‘ grahana’) other 
than the sacrifice, and as they themselves have not the form of actions, 
they are not pointed out, by the Context, as serving the purpose of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice; and consequently, the use (of these Deities) in 
connection with the ‘grahana’ must be taken as something independent 
of any connection with the ‘sacrifice’; and such a use cannot but be 
invisible (or transcendental). And this transcendental purpose having 
been ascertained at the time of the operation of the Injunction in ques- 
tion, if at the time of the actual performance of the Action therein laid 
down, a certain visible result is found to come about, how could the 
previously ascertained transcendental result be set aside by that? Nor could 
any such visible result (appearing by the way) control the operation of the 
Injunction in question. And thus the connection of the deity, mentioned 
in each of the sentences in question, cannot but fulfil certain transcen- 
dental purposes; and as such all the deities in question must be taken 
as all conjointly (helping the accomplishment of the sacrifice through the 
said transcendental results). 

And unless the ‘grahana’ is not repeated (with each deity), the 
separately mentioned deities can not be connected with the ‘grahana’ 
in accordance with the law that ‘that which is done in connection with 
the Samit is not done in connection with the Zaninapdia’; and hence 
there must be a ‘ grahana’ (holding) of the Soma, with reference to each 
deity. 

Thus, then, the Sutra must be taken as follows: ‘ tadbhédat, ’—.e., 
on account of the connection of the deity being different in each case,— 
‘ there must be a repetition of the action’ of grahana; because ‘on account, 
of the distinctness of the substance’, that is to be prepared ‘or purified by 
means of the grahana in connection with the said deities, if any other 
connection were mentioned, ‘zt would be wholly useless’; as it would not 
be performed ; and hence ‘ there is a difference’ of the grahana, ‘ because 
tt is subservient to the substance’ to be purified (by that grahana), 

Inasmuch as these ‘ grahanas’ in connection with the various deities 
are mentioned in a section dealing with sacrifices, it follows that, without 
a ‘sacrifice,’ they cannot prepare the substance ‘ Soma’ for the sake of 
any deity; and this leads us to the conclusion that there must be a cer- 
tain sacrifice, that would establish the relationship of the substances with 
the deities in question, On the other hand, we find that the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
(laid down iu the sentence ‘soména yajeta’) has no deity laid down (by 
the original Injunction) ; nor is the requisite deity pointed out either by 
Direct Declaration, or by Indirect Indication by the words of the text, or 
by those of any sentence ; and as for the Context, it can have nothing to 


718 TANTRA-VARTIEA. ADH. I1-—~PADA I1—ADHI (6). 


do in connection with that (7.e., the Deity) which is not an Action; and 
hence the Context comes to point out the fact of the ‘ grahanas’ being per- 
formed (in connection with the sacrifice in question), These ‘ grahanas’ 
too, not being laid down separately (by the Context, which never operates 
separately), and serving to accomplish only invisible (transcendental) 
results, come to be taken all at once (simultaneously) ; and through these 
‘grahanas’ we come to take the deities (mentioned in connection with 
them) also collectively. 

Objection: “ We find that even when certain things are pointed out 
“ by the Context, if they are found to serve the same purpose, they are 
“ taken as optional alternatives; as for instance, the mantras employed at 
“ the dividing of the sacrificial cake.” 

Reply : It is true that they are so taken; but in that case it is not 
the Context alone that operates towards the pointing out of them ; because 
the fact of each of the said mantras being connected with each Division 
being pointed out by the Direct Declaration inferred from the indications of 
the words of the mantras, all that the Context does, in this case, is to 
point out that it is at the Division of the Cake in connection with the Darga- 
Pirnamasa sacrifices that the mantras have to be employed ; because of 
their being of no use at other divisions. Hence even if the Darga and 
the Piirnamdasa were to take up all the mantras collectively, those sacrifices 
would have no capability of taking them up, independently of the inter- 
vening agency of the Division (of the Cake); and this agency is found to 
be connected with many alternatives, and not in a collective form. [n the 
case in question, however, the conditions are totally different ; because in 
this case, the intervening agency is that of the ‘ grahanas,’ and it is with 
reference to these that the deities are found to be mentioned collectively ; 
and hence even though the collection, or aggregate, of the deities may be 
capable of being taken up with each ‘ grahana’ separately, yet inasmuch 
as it is through the agency of the ‘grahanas’ that the deities can be taken 
up, what could it do in this case (but point to the performance of the 
collective performance of the ‘ grahanas’ also) ? 

Objection :.‘‘ As a matter of fact, we find that each of the ‘ gra- 
“ hands’ has got the capability of helping the Primary Action, by means 
“ of the bringing up of the substance (Soma), and also by pointing out 
“ the requisite deity ; and thus the case of these grahanas being identical 
“ with that of the aforesaid mantras, they must be taken as optional 
“ alternatives.” 

Reply : Such could have been the case, if the sacrifices in question had 
been previously cognised as having many deities (connected with them) ; 
as then alone could the various bringings up of the substance be taken as 
being for the sake of those various deities. As a matter of fact, however, 
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we find that in the care in question, no such sacrifice with various deities 
has been previously cognised ; and hence the mention of the various pre- 
sentations of the substance must be taken as serving only an imperceptible 
(or transcendental) purpose. 

These presentations of the substance, too, must differ from one 
another, on account of the difference among their qualifications (the 
deities) ; as with a single presentation of the substance, it is not possible 
for many deities to be taken, either singly or collectively. Because as for 
their being taken collectively (simultaneonsly), this is precluded by the 
sentences (‘aindravdyayam grhndati,’ ‘maitravarunam grhnati’ etc.) 
which speak of them as appearing one after the other; and (even if such 
simultaneous taking of many deities with a single material were attempt- 
ed) we would have an aygregate (of deities), which would not have 
the character of a sacrificial deity at all, as we have no anthority for 
asserting any such character with reference to an aggregate of Indra, 
Vayu and the rest; specially because we find each of them mentioned 
separately by means of nominal affixes with each word. Nor is it possible 
for all of them to be taken separately (in connection with the same pre- 
sentation of the substance); because the substance is always laid down 
with reference to the deity ; and it is not possible for a single substance 
to be laid down (by a single sentence) with reference to more than one 
deity. If the substance could be referred to the deities, either prior to, 
or after, the ‘ grahana, then that would be doing something not enjoined 
by the texts. And further, a substance is always referred to a deity in 
such terms as ‘ this belongs to such and such a deity’; and hence if the 
same substance were to be referred to another deity, the former offering 
would certainly be done away with. That is to say, a certain Soma juice 
having been set aside with the expressed idea that ‘this is to be offered 
to Indra and Vayu,’ it is as good as already offered ; and as such the 
sacrificer no longer having any control over it, how could he speak of the 
same juice as to be offered to‘ Mitra and Varuna?’ For if an offering 
once made to a deity, were to be made again to another deity, it would 
have to be snatched away from the former deity. Or, in view of the 
previous determination (to offer the substance to one Deity), the subse- 
quent determination (to offer it to another) could never be taken as true; 
and in any case, such an action would mean a most unworthy procedure, 
and not the fulfilling of the Vedic Injunction. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ grahana’ must be distinct, 
with each of the deities in question. 

Further, even without the actual ‘grahana’ of the substance, it 
would be quite possible for us to refer it to a certain deity, no matter in 
what place the substance may be; and as such the injunction of the 
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‘grahanas’ could only be with regard to certain transcendental results. 
That is to say a ‘sacrifice’ consists of the action of giving away of 
one’s ownership in favour of a Deity; and this giving away of one’s owner- 
ship or possession over the Soma would be quite possible, in whatever 
condition the Soma may be, either in the state of being clarified (without 
putting it into separate vessels), or in any condition after it has been 
purchased ; and hence the injunction of the various rites, purificatory and 
preparatory, of the Soma must be taken as with a view to certain trans- 
cendental results. In a case where the substance laid down is the 
Cake, or some such thing, such preparatory actions as the threshing 
and shifting, etc., of the corn, are-found to have a visible result in the 
shape of the preparation of the Cnke (as without those actions, the Cake 
would not be made). In the case in question, however, we have no such 
Injunction as that the offering must be made out of the Soma kept in the. 
sacrificial cup, etc. ; because all that the Injunction lays down is the Soma- 
plant ; and consequently the ‘grahanas,’ or holdings, of the Soma in the 
various vessels, though serving to bring about distinct transcendental 
results, must be taken ns collectively (helping by these results the accom- 
plishment of the sacrifice). 

Then again, in the same Context, we find the sentence ‘daga mushtir- 
mimité,’ which serves to lay down the measure of the quantity of Somu 
to be employed; and hence we conclude that this sentence qualifies the 
Injunction ‘somena yajéta,’ which comes to mean that ‘ the sacrifice is to 
be by means of ten handfuls of Soma.’ And then this definite quantity 
of Soma having been pounded with a fixed quantity of water, could not 
be kept in small cups, unless it were ‘held ’ (in the hand) each time that 
it would be kept in a cup; and as such these ‘holdings’ (‘ grahanas’) 
must be many and distinct (as there are many cups to be filled with 
the Soma juice); and it is by means of the Soma thus held in the vari- 
ous cups, that the sacrifice is to be performed. And as, unless the sacri- 
fice is repeated over and over again, all that has been just said (with 
reference to the offering of the Soma juice in the various cups dedicated 
to various deities) is not possible,—the sacrifice comes to be repeated, 
for the sake of a definite purpose. 

In view of these facts, we can also take the Sūtra (19) as follows: 
‘ tadbhedat, ’—7.e., because of the diversity of the prepared Soma~—‘ there is 
a repetition of the action’ of Sacrifice ; ‘ because of the separateness of the 
matertal’ accepted ;—if all of them were not offered up, the whole ‘ would 
be useless’; and hence even though in the original Injunction, the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
has been mentioned but once, yet ‘ there ís a diversity’ of its performance, 
because of the fact of the originally enjoined ‘ substance being subservient’ 
to the various conditions mentioned in other sentences. 
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The substance, too, must be offered in the same way as it has been 
held in the various cups ; as, if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 
the previous holding into separate cups would become wholly useless ; 
and the deities, to whom the cup-fuls have been previously dedicated, 
would not become connected with (possessed of) their specified shares ; 
nor is it possible for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the 
(single) offering ; hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, 
to mix up all the juice and make a single offering of it; specially as even 
if this were done, it would lead to a confusion of the. shares (previously 
specified). And when the shares have been once separately specified, it 
becomes necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless 
of course he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. 
Thus then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously deter- 
mined, it is only when all the deities (and the yrahanas) are taken 
collectively, that the following sentence—dagaitanadhwaryuh pra&tahsavane 
grhnāti, Agwino dacamo grhuāti, tum trtiyam guhoti, etc., etc. (laying 
down the definite order and the summing up of the various ‘ grahanas’) 
~——becomes explicable. 

Thus then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
Jyotishtoma). 

The use of the present Adhikarana lies in the fact that, according to 
the Pirvapaksha, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the Soma sacrifice 
(the Jyotishtoma), we would have the performance of the details with 
regard to one cup, and that, too, only once; whereas, according to the 
Siddhanta, the whole thing has to be done exactly as in the Primary Sacri- 
fice (the Jyotishtoma). 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Differentiation of Actions by means of Number. ] 


Sätra (21): Because of the fact of its inhering in separate- 
ness, Number would serve to differentiate the Actions. 


The treatment of the three exceptions to the Law relating to the 
Repetition of Words has been finished, and we now proceed to show how 
Actions are differentiated (or distinguished) by means of Number. 

In this connection we should cite such sentences as ‘tisra Ghutirju- 
hoti’ ‘dwadaca dwādaçāni guhoti,’ which are laid down as co-extensive 
with the actions enjoined by previous originative Injunctions, and which 
are accompanied by definite numbers. 

And on this, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


‘“ Inasmuch as the word ‘juhoti’ is mentioned but once, the action 
laid down is one only ; and as for the Number (‘ three’ ete.) it could be 
made up by frequent repetitions of the same Action.” 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


To the above we make the following reply: In the case in question 
the Number is mentioned in connection with the Homa, while it is being 
enjoined, and not after it has been enjoined, as in the case of the sentence 
‘ skadagaprayajan ’; and without an idea of ‘ separateness’ the Number does 
not attain its true character. Nor can the Number be said to be made up 
by a repetition of the same Action; because it is only when there is no 
other way of explaining the number, that it is held to be made up by 
Repetitions, as in the case of the Prayājas, the Upasadas and the like, 
which have had their own limits previously specified. Tn the case in 
question, however, inasmuch as no other Number of the Action has been 
previonsly specified, the Number (three) must be taken as pointing out the 
separate character of the Actions themselves. And hence as the Number 
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is found to here in the separateness of the actions themselves, we cannot 
accept it as referring to the separateness due to the mere repetitions of the 
same action ; as we shall show later on, under the sūtra ‘ dgamadvua bhydsas- 
yāçrūtatwāt ’ (X—v—l16). 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as in the first instance, a single Homa has 
“ been expressed by the word ‘juhotd,’ it is clear that the Number 
“ < three’ is to be made up by repetitions of the same Homa.” 

Reply: Not so; the action denoted by the word ‘juhoti’ having no 
material reality (¢.e., being incapable of being connected with any Gender, 
Number, etc,), the number (‘one ’) cannot apply to it; as for the Number 
(singular) that is denoted by the affix in the word ‘juhoti,’ it applies to its 
Nominative, and not either to the Bhavana or to the Root-meaning. Conse- 
quently when the word ‘ juhoti’ would proceed to indicate a single Homa 
indirectly by means of the fact of its (the word ‘juhoti’) being mentioned 
only once, we would be stopped, at the very outset, by the number ‘three ’ 
mentioned directly in the sentence, and would beled to accept the Moma 
as qualified by this latter Number, and the'action (Homa) would come to 
have so many distinct forms. And hence the three Homas must be taken 
as distinct actions. 


O 


Though the above was the proper representation of the Adhikarana, 
yet the Bhashya has expounded it in connection with the sentence ‘ sapta- 
daga prījãpatyān, etc.’, because he means that he will establish the fact of 
the Number pertaining to the material also serving to distinguish the 
Actions—a fact that is very difficult to prove. 

The ground of doubt in connection with this sentence may be thus 
explained. In the word ‘prajapatya@n’, is the compound ‘ekagesha 
Dwandwa’ to be taken as being formed after the appearance of the Nomi- 
nal Affix (in ‘ prajapatyan `) ?—or is the Affix to be taken as appearing after 
the compound has been formed ? That is to say, if the word were explained 
as ‘‘éshu ca, éshu ca, ésha ca, iti, ‘até’ (the Ekaçesha compound) —Praja- 
patih esham dēvatā iti ‘ Prajapatyak’ (‘ Prajapati’+the deific Afix), 
tain”,—then the word would denote the relationship of a single substance 
mentioned by the Pronoun ‘esha,’ with a single Deity (Prajapati) ; 
and in that case the action referred to would be one only. If, how- 
ever, the word be explained as “ Prajipatih devāta asya iti ‘ Prajapatyah ’ 
(t Prajapati ’+the Affix),—Prajapatyagca Prajaipatyagca Prajapatydgea 
tte ‘Prdjapatyah’ (the Ekacesha compound), tén,—then the word would 
clearly point out seventeen distinct connections of the deity; and each of 
these connections implying a ‘sacrifice,’ the Actions referred to could 
not but be seventeen distinct ones. 
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In connection with this doubt, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“ The Action referred to is ove only, because in the word ‘ Prajapa- 
‘“ tyan’ we find the plurality distinctly belonging to that which is denoted 
“ by the Affix; and as the Hkagésha compound is due to that plurality, the 
compounding could not be of the basic noun. That is to say, one who 
“ explains the words as ‘ Pr@japatyagca Prājāpatyaçca, etec.,’ takes the com- 
“ pound as belonging to the basic noun as well as to the Affix; but the only 
ground for this lies in the Apparent Inconsistency of the plurality in 
“ * Prajipatyan’; but as a matter of fact, we find that the Plurality is 
“ not found in the basic noun; and as such, this latter cannot be com- 
“ pounded into an ‘ Ikagesha'; nor is it such that the Plurality cannot be 
“ referred to the denotation of the Affix, without there being an Hkugésha 
“ of the basic Noun; because this Plurality is distinctly expressed, at the- 
time that the formation of the word ‘ Prajapatyan’ is explained, by the 
Pronoun ‘ésham.’ Thus then, we conclude that the Deity ‘ Prajāpati,’ 
mentioned but once, is connected with many materials. 
“ Further, when only a little assumption is found to serve our pur- 
‘“ pose, it would never do to assume a number of actions, not directly 
mentioned, and their Apurvas. That is to say, even if we were to 
accept the latter of the two explanations of the word ‘ Prājāpatyān,’ we 
“ could not rest with the mere fact of having the compound formed after 
“ the application of the Affix ; as it would be necessary for us to assume a 
“ number of unseen and unheard-of Actions and their Apū: vas; and that 
we cannot assume any number of these at onr will has already been 
shown in the Cabddntarddhikaraaa (in the beginning of the present 
« Pada), where we have shown that we can assume, by means of Appa- 
“« rent Inconsistency, only that much of the unseen and unheard of, with- 
out which the connection of the mentioned Deity with the enjoined 
“ material remains inexplicable ; as the said Apparent Inconsistency does 
“ not warrant any more of the unseen and unheard of, It would, however, 
be necessary for you to assume from one to seventeen Actions and as 
“ many Apirvas. But as the assumption of the very first of these would 
“ complete all the Primaries (as in the case of the Praydjas),—i.e., as the 
“ determination to offer the first animal to Prajapati would apply equally 
“ to all the other animals, whose case is not found to be different from that 
“ of the first,—the performance of that single offering will have connected 
“all the rest with the sacrifice; and as such, we could not carry on the 
“ assumption any further. 
“ Then again, the difference of one thing cannot bring about the 
“ difference of another; for certainly because of there being distinct 
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“pieces, in the shape of the Heart, etc., it does not follow that there are 
“ different Actions also, That is to say, if the diversity of the materials 
“ were to make a diversity among Actions, then there would also be a diver- 
“ sity of Actions on account of the diversity of the pieces of the animal’s 
‘body. As a matter of fact, however, no such diversity is possible, as 
“ we shall show later on, under Sūtra VI—iii—12 ; where it is shown that 
“ the whole animal having been laid down as the means of accomplishing 
“the Primary sacrifice (of the Agnishtoma), and the Animal having to be 
“ given away also as a whole, the fact that the sacrifice is to be accom- 
“ plished by means of the Animal, only as being the source from which 
“ the eleven pieces would be obtained, is got at from other sentences ; and 
“as such the ‘cutting of the pieces’ becomes a qualification of the 
“ Animal, and not that of the Sacrifice. In the case in question also, all 
“the seventecn animals being known as the means of accomplishing the 
“ sacrifice, the implied direction would apply the process of one animal 
“ (of its being cut into eleven pieces) to all the seventeen animals; and 
“ as such there would be nothing very incongruous in the fact of a single 
“ sacrifice taking up (utilising) all the seventeen groups of ‘eleven pieces 

“each. And for these reasons we conclude that the Action referred to is 


‘one only.” 
SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, wo make the following reply :—- 

If there were only one Action, there would be a single Injunction (in 
the form of ‘the Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed inthe same way 
as the Primary’); and thereby the material to be employed being pointed 
out as a single ‘ eleven-piece’ group (as the Primary makes use of only one 
such group), there would be no use for all the seventeen animals. That is 
to say, the sentence in question does not rest with the declaration ‘ Praja- 
patyain paçūn, as there is yet another part of the sentence to be supplied, 
viz. ‘prakrtivat.? And if there be a single Action, it is the ‘ Savaniya,’ 
that is, the Primary in question; and as at that the sacrifice is per- 
formed by means of a single ‘eleven-piece’ group, it follows that 
in the action in question there should be only one such group ; and as this 
group, too, in the case of the Primary Sacrifice, is supplied by a single 
animal—which is mentioned by a word wherein the singular number 
is meant to be significant,—it would be the same in the action in ques- 
tion also. And thus the action having been accomplished by means of a 
single animal, none of the other sixteen animals would become connected 
with Prajaipati; and thereby we would be neglecting the Plurality 
expressed in the same word (‘ Prājāpatyān’), as also the number ‘ seven- 
teen’ mentioned in the same sentence. When, on the other hand, the 
idea accepted is that there are ‘seventeen’ sacrifices, then the said 
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Injunction ‘ prakrlivat, etc.,’ coming in for each of the sacrifices, would 
point to as many ‘eleven-piece’ groups; and for the sake of obtaining 
these groups, we could have as many animals, even if they were not 
actually laid down as ‘seventeen °’; and there can be no doubt on the pant 
when the Number is distinctly laid down. 

Objection: “It does not appear quite proper to reject the directly 
“ perceptible singleness of the sacrifice, and assume its plurality on the 
“ ground of an implied injunction (‘ prakrtivat, ete. °). For whether the 
“sacrifice is one or many is ascertained at the time that the sacrifice is 
“ enjoined; and it is on this Direct Injunction that an Implied or Hatended 
“ Direction (Atidéga) is based; and it is never the case that the Direct 
“ Injunction is based npon the Extended Direction. That is to say, it is 
“ at the time that the Action is originally laid down, that we ascertain the 
“ fact of its being one only or many; and in all cases the original mention 
“ of the Action is by means of a Direct Injunction, and not by an Implied 
“ Direction. For, until the Action has actually appeared (as enjoined), 
“there is no question as to its method; nnd until the method has ap- 
“ neared (and is found to be wanting in certain factors) there is no Extended 
“ Direction. Consequently as the Extended Direction (‘ prakrtivat, etc.’) 
“ is found to appear long after the unity or diversity of Actions has been 
“ ascertained, no such Extended Direction can rightly be taken as leading 
‘ns to accept a diversity of Actions.” 

To the above we make the following reply: It has been shown abovo 
that whenever there is a doubt, it is always set at rest either by means 
of ‘supplementary sentence’ (Sutra I-~iv—29) or by means of Indirect 
Implications (I—iv—30); and in the case in question we find that we have 
both these means available for ascertaining the doubtful point. That is to 
say, in the case in question, it is not by means of the Extended Direction 
alone that we come to accept the Diversity of Actions ; in fact it is by 
means of the Direct Injunction contained in the word ‘prajdpatydn’ 
itself. As this Injunction had, at the first instance, been cognised only in 
the form of the material, the Deity and the ‘Sacrifice’, it hud nothing 
definite to say with regard to the measure (or number) of that sacrifice, 
because of the doubt (in regard to the word ‘ prijdpatyan’) attaching to 
the precedence and sequence of the Nominal Affix and the ekagésha com- 
pound, as pointed out above (see above, p. 723) ; and this doubt is removed 
by the said number being ascertained (1) by means of the ‘supple- 
mentary sentence’ in the shape of the aforesaid Extended Direction, and 
(2) also by means of the capability of the word itself to imply that num- 
ber. Though it is true that the Extended Dircction appears afterwards, 
yet, as inthe case in question, from the very beginning, the presence of 
that Direction is known to be as sure as anything else; and hence the 
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Direct Injunction also comes to be taken in a sense that would not be 
incompatible with that Direction. Consequently, even though the interpre- 
tation of the sentence in question is begun with explaining the word 
‘ prājāpatyān’ as ‘ Prajapatirdécata esham, tan,’—yet inasmuch as this 
interpretation is subsequently found to be incompatible with what follows 
(in the Extended Direction), the interpreter, if an intelligent person, does 
not fail to conclude that he had committed a mistake, at the very outset, 
in explaining the said word, There is no such rule as that the Extended 
Direction must always be in keeping with the idea taken up by us in the 
beginning. Nor is the Extended Direction capable of referring the seven- 
teen ‘eleven-piece’ groups—not mentioned in connection with the Primary 
‘ Savaniya '—to a single Action; nor again can a single animal be the 
source from which all the seventeen ‘eleven-picce’ groups should be 
obtained ; nor is there any donbt on this point, that would be removed by 
menns of the Direct Injunction (in the sentence in question). Nor is 
there an absolute contradiction between the Extended Direction and the 
Direct Injunction, because the full bearing of this latter is still doubtful ; 
and hence there would be nothing to set aside the employing of a single 
‘eleven-piece’ group at one sacrifice. 

The fact, too, of the Action referred to being one only is not directly 
enjoined. And in all cases, it is an accepted law that so long as there can 
be a compatibility (between the Direct Injunction and the Extended Direc- 
tion) we cannot take them as contradictory to each other; and in the case 
in question, we find that the two can be made compatible with each other 
by taking the Actions to be many. And hence the construction of tho 
word in question must be taken as —“ Prajdpatirdevata asya, iti ‘ Prajapa- 
tyah,’”’ and the ekagéfha would imply the mention of the seventeen Prājā- 
patyas. And thus, the connections between the Deity and the Material 
being diverse,—just as in the case of the ‘ Agnéya,’ the ‘ Agnishomiya,’ 
etc.,—the ‘sacrifices’ referred to cannot but be accepted as many and 
diverse. 

It has been urged above that—‘ the cutting into eleven pieces being a 
“ property of the animal, it would be different with each of the seventeen 
“ animals, even when the Action is accepted to be one only.” 

But this is not quite correct; because in the case in question, the 
Implied Direction does not refer to the Method of the Material; because 
the want of a Method always arises with reference to an Action; and as 
such it stands in need of the properties and qualifications of the Action 
(and not that of the Material). That is to say, the desire for the method is 
in the form—‘ In what way is the result to be accomplished by the sacrifice 
of the Préjapatya animal’ ?—and not as ‘how’ by the animal P’ In the 
Primary Savaniya sacrifice also, we find that the property of being 
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accomplished by means of the ‘eleven-piece’ group obtained from a single 
animal belongs to the sacrifice, and not to the animal, as the mention of a 
property of the Animal would be useless; because if the property 
belonged to the Animal, then all that the proporty would do would be to 
purify the animal ; and there would be no use of -such a purification, as the 
animal will have been destroyed (before the offering is made). As for the 
sacrifice, there is a distinct purpose served by its accomplishment, as also 
by the accomplishment of its Apurva; and hence the cutting of the eleven 
pieces, etc., could all very well be taken as the method by which the sacri- 
fice and its Apérva would be accomplished. Thus then, a single sacrifice 
cannot take up more than one ‘eleven-piece’ group; and when no more 
than one such group would be used, more than one animal too could not 
be taken up. ‘Thongh some people might think that ‘the fact of the 
source of the pieces being one only is set aside by the mention of the 
number seventeen, and hence we can take the single group of eleven-pieces 
out of more than one animal, ‘—yet, even then, only eleven animals would 
be necessary (for the cutting out of the eleven pieces), and not seventeen. 

The Bhashya represents the opponent as declaring that—“in a 
single sacrifice, we could make an offering of the seventeen eleven-piece 
groups.” And the sense of this assertion is this: “ Fearing the 
necessity of having to assume an unseen factor, we take the word 
‘pagu’ as indicating the ‘ Piece-Group’ through its proximity to the 
Sacrifice, and the number ‘seventeen’ may be taken as specifying that 
Group.” 

But this cannot be; because in the case in question we find no ground 
for the said Indication. So long as there is no incongruity (in the Direct 
Signification) we cannot rightly have recourse to dndication. And then 
what the sense of the sentence comes to be, according to you, is this : 
‘Seventeen animals should be taken up, and a single sacrifice should be 
accomplished by means of a single eleven-piece group obtained from a 
single animal’; certainly such a performance would never be pos- 
sible ! i 
If it be urged that the Number mentioned in one place could be taken 
elsewhere, —then too, it would come to be taken along with the sacrifice, 
on account of the greater proximity of this with the Apūrva (and thus 
we would have seventeen sacrifices, and not one). And we have already 
explained above that we cannot rightly set aside any part of the Injunc- 
tive sentence, unless we find it to be actually incompatible. 

As for the necessity of assuming an unseen factor, so long as there is 
sufficient authority and ground for. such an assumption, there can be 
nothing wrong in it. 

The Bhashya brings forward another theory, in the sentence—“ yadi 
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grrgdbhipraya varndbhiprayad ripabhipraya vā abhavishyan.” This has 
been brought in as a solvent for the sentence that lays down the whole 
animal as the offering; and the sense of the sentence is that—“ from among 
“various animals that may have either seventeen horns, or seventeen 
“ colours, or seventeen shapes, one is to be made the Prājāpatya.” 

In reply to this it is said in the Bhashya: But the animals are subse 
quently laid down clearly as ‘black, horniess, (and hence the ‘seventeen- 
coloured’ or the ‘seventeen-horned’ ones could not be meant). And 
hence we conclude that there are seventeen sacrifices. 

The use of the Adhikarana is this: Though the Pūrvapakshi does 
not wish it, yet, in accordance with his theory, only one animal would be 
the means of accomplishing the sacrifice, and the other sixteen would be 
taken up only for the purpose of making up its enjoined number (‘ seven- 
teen’); and hence the Pieces would have to be cut out of that one animal ; 
consequently if there would be anything amiss in this cutting out, it would 
be necessary, not to take up another animal for the cutting out of the 
pieces only, but also another batch of sixteen for the purpose of making 
up the enjoined number with reference to this newly-brought animal. Or 
again, when the purification of the first batch of sixteen would be only 
half done, if even one becomes amiss,—with reference to that, then and 
there, it would be necessary to repeat all of them over again (while 
according to the Siddhdanta, each animal being used in a distinct sacri- 
fice, if there was anything amiss with one, that one alone would have to 
be replaced, and not all). 

Objection: “ In the case of the contiguous (or joint) performance of 
‘‘ many sacrifices, we find that if there is anything wrong with the 
“ performance of any one of them, then, in accordance with the law laid 
i Da under the Sütża VI—v—56, while the other sacrifices have yet to 
“ be performed, what is performed over again is only that one sacrifice, 
“and not all of them; and the same rule might very well hold in the case 
“ in question, where we have a combined or joint material.” 

Reply : This is not possible ; because in the case in question, we find 
that the capability of accomplishing the sacrifice in question inheres in 
seventeen of the same object, i.e., the seventeen animals taken as a single 
object; and as such, like the number, it appertains to all of them taken col- 
lectively ; consequently the purificatory rites—upäākarana and the rest—of 
these should be performed as such a whole; consequently, when even a 
single animal out of these would die during the purification, there would be 
a destruction of the exact Material for accomplishing the sacrifice; and 
hence, even though the other animals be quite intact, the purificatory rites 
of the material as a whole would have gone wrong; and as such these 
rites would have to be done all over again. But even when a fresh 
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animal would be brought in, the rites would appertain to that animal only, 
as forming the Material for the sacrifice; and as the exact character of 
the Material would not be attained by that one animal unless it be accom- 
panied by the other sixteen animals,—it would be necessary to bring in a 
fresh batch of seventeen animals, each time that there may be the slightest 
mistake during the performance. 

In accordance with the Szddhdnta, on the other hand, each of the 
animals has the character of the Material, independently of the others; 
and what is done is only the performance of the sacrifices together ; and 
hence in this case if there is anything wrong with regard to one animal, 
it is that one alone that has to be replaced. 

Objection: ‘ If what you say is true, then, according to the Parvapak- 
“ sha, in the case of the Injunction ‘ Stotragastréshu tancaturbhiradatté,’ 
“if there happens to be something wrong in the reciting of one Mantra, 
“ all the Mantras would have to be repeated.” 

Reply: Not so; in that case each Mantra forms a distinct means by 
itself, and what the Injunction does is only to mention them collectively, 
As a matter of fact, in all that the Mantras do, with regard to the making 
up of the Hymns, etc., they have each a distinct capability of supplying 
a distinct want (in the shape of the pointing ont of the requisite Deity, 
e.g.) ; as otherwise all of them would form a single sentence (according 
to the Sütra II—i— 46). Thus then the fact is that each Mantra having 
fulfilled its own specific function, the effects of all these functionings com- 
bine to bring about another effect (in the shape of a transcendental 
potency, etc.), and the character of aiding the sacrifice does not belong to the 
Mantras taken collectively. In the case of the seventeen Animals, however, 
it is found to belong to them taken collectively as a single whole. 

Objection: “ The effects of the Mantras, then, acting conjointly, if 
‘‘ there were anything wrong with one, all of them would have to be 
“ repeated.” 

Reply : Not so; because when there would be nothing wrong in the 
cause (the Mantra), there could be none in its effect. Specially as the 
action of man appertains to the Means (of accomplishing a certain action), 
all performances should be regulated by mistakes in these Means (and not 
by those in the effects). 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The Differentiation of Actions by Names.] 


Siitr« (22): Name also (serves to distinguish Actions); be- 
cause of its occurring in the originative Injunction. 


The Differentiation of Actions by means of Accessories and Context, 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed for a future occasion; and 
we proceed to consider the case of Name. 

[In connection with the sentence ‘athaisha jyotik, atha viguvajzyotih, 
atha sarvajyotik,’ there arises the following doubt—Do these names only 
serve to refer to the Jyotishtoma, for the purpose of laying down ‘a 
thousand’ as the sacrificial gift in connection with it? or do they lay 
down other Actions at which that is the sacrificial gift? And on this 


we have the following]— ~ 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the words ‘ atha’ and ‘ésha’ stand in need of some- 
“ thing that has gone before, and as the rejection of the original subject 
“ and the taking up of another is a faulty process,—it follows that the 
“ various names apply to the single sacrifice ‘ Jyotishfoma,’ for which, as 
‘Sin the case of the Dakshayana sacrifice, another detail (in the shape of 
“ the gift of ‘a thousand’) is laid down. And when we already have a 
“ sentence (‘ Jyotishtoména svargakimo yajéta’) that lays down the con- 
“ nection between the Material and the Result, if we accept the words in 
‘ question to be the names of the same Action, we are saved the neces- 
“ sity of assuming (l) another Action, (2) an Apirva in keeping with 
“ that Action, and (3) wholly unheard of methods for the accomplishment 
“ of that Apiirva, etc., etc.; and there would be the further advantage that 
“as the mention of the gift of ‘a thousand’ could be taken as laying 
“ down a method of procedure with regard to the Jyotishtoma, we would 
“ not have to set aside this sacrifice (which forms the original subject: 
“ of the Context). If the sentences in question were to be the Injunc- 
“ tions of other Actions, there would be no use for the word ‘ athe,’ which 
“ refers to something gone before; for one sacrifice does not stand 
“in need of another; nor does any significance attach to any order of 
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‘*gequence among the sacrifices, (that are independent of one another) 
“ ag we shall show later on. And hence the word ‘atha’ cannot be taken 
“ as signifying this order of sequence. 

“ Nor does the Name express a Bhavana; nor is the Ruot-meaning 
“found to be mixed up with the Name, in the sentences in question, as 
“ig the case with the root ‘ yay’ (which is often mixed up with names of 
“ sacrifices); and as such there could be no idea of difference among the 
“ Root-meanings. Nor again is the Name an injunctive word, whereby it 
“could urge people to other actions (than the Jyotishtoma); and 
“so long as the human agent is not urged into activity, even if a 
“ difference could be cognised, we could attach no significance to it, 
“exactly as we do with regard to the singular number in ‘graham’ 
“ (in the sentence ‘graham sammiarshty’). The injunctive word (in the 
‘‘ sentence ‘ éténa sahasradakshinéna yageta’) that we have in connection 
“ with these sentences, is taken up by the mention of the accessory detail 
“(in the shape of the sacrificial gift of ‘a thousand’); and as such it 
“ cannot pertain to the form of any Action. If the Injunctive word were 
“ not thus set aside, then too, the difference of the two ‘sacrifices’ would 
“ be based upon the repetition of the word ‘ yajétd,’ and not upon the 
“ Names. 

“The mention of a Result also does not give rise to the idea of dif- 
“ ference among Actions, in accordance with the Sūtra I]—iii—26. Or, it 
“ may be that inasmuch as the ‘gift of a thousand’ rests upon the 
“ previously mentioned Jyotishfoma, the particular result mentioned in 
“ connection with this gift may be taken as following from the employ- 
“ ment of this accessory ‘gift’ in connection with the same Jyotishtoma ; 
“just as the employing of different accessories (at the same sacrifice), 
“such as ‘dadhi,’ and ‘ milking vessel,’ is laid down, with a view 
“ to particular results, (in the shape of the obtaining of an organ of sense 
“and Cattle respectively). And thus, too, the Action referred to cannot 
“ be a new one. 

“ In the case of the words ‘ Jyofch,’ etc., there is a further peculi- 
“arity: they form part of the name ‘Jyotishtoma’; and as such they 
‘‘ cannot fail to give an idea of the Jyotishtoma., Specially as we find the 
“ Jyotishtoma actually spoken of as ‘ Jyotih,’ in the sentence ‘vasante 
“ vasanté Jyotisha, ’ etc. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that, inasmuch as in the case in 
“ question, we find none of the abovementioned grounds of diversity,— 
‘viza Difference of words, Repetition of the same word, Number, the 
“mention of an Accessory incompatible with the original Action, and a 
“ Difference of Context—the Actions referred to cannot be any other than 
“ the original Jyotishtoma.” 
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SIDDHANTA. 
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To the above we make the following reply: When no word expres- 
sive of the Action has been used, the name that happens to be mentioned 
first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to say, 
in a case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced Verb, before the Name comes to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in this case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by means of the verb, the subsequently appear- 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
however, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an 
Action that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence ‘ ééna 
sahasradukshinéna yajéta’) ; and as such, like the Number, it must be 
expressive of Separateness. Because in all cases, it is most improper to use 
one word in more than one sense, or to express one thing by more than one 
word; and hence whenever we come across a new thing, we look for a new 
name; and vice versa, whenever we find a new name we look for a new 
thing. When, however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same 
that has been known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker 
authority of the aforesaid character of the Name. But so long as there is 
no such recognition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of 
difference naturally afforded by the difference of Names. 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyotishfoma, there is, later on, a new name 
‘atha gauk’; and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
has gone before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (¢.e., the 
name ‘ gauh’). And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 
as in what has gone before, for that thing of which this is the name; and 
we find that all the ‘yajatzs’ that have gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbed by, the Jyotishtoma ; and as such cannot refer to anything 
else, or have any other name; but as for the ‘yajati’ that comes after- 
wards (in the sentence ‘ ééna sahasradakshinéna yajéta’) though, on account 
of the mention of the Result, the Injunctive potency is taken up by the 
laying down of something else (7.e., the accessory gift of ‘a thousand ’), 
and as such the Injunction itself does not serve to distinguish the Action,— 
yet, inasmuch as, according to Sutra II1—i—49, on account of the inter- 
vention of an unconnected word ‘gauk’ (between the passages dealing 
with the Jyotishtoma and the sentence ‘athaisha gyotih, etc.’), the word 
‘gauk’ does not very well fit into what has gone before; and hence the 
idea of what has gone before not presenting itself at the time that the 
sentence ‘atha gawk’ appears, the continuance of the previous Context 
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is broken off, and the mind naturally seeks for something else; and the 
subsequent ‘ yajéta’ presenting itself to this expectant mind, and being 
incapable of referring to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, which is already 
possessed by another name,—and turns itself to an object other than 
the taking up of that the continuation of which has been broken off. 
Consequently then, the subsequent ‘yaji’ being separated from the 
previous Context, by the river of the name (' gauk’), cannot go over to 
it; nor does the previous context go over to it; and hence perforce it goes 
over to another object. 

Thus, then, the word ‘atha,’ not being able to be taken as signifying 
either a reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence, is 
taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action. The word 
‘esha’ also, being expressive of that which is perceptibly near it, is 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it; and hence the 
signification of this word does not affect the discussion. 

As for the rejection of the previously mentioned and the acceptance 
of that which has not been mentioned, as it has to be accepted on the 
strength of the Direct Mention of the Name, there is nothing wrong 
in it. 

Says the Bhashya: Näsämimäh punahkçrutayah (these are not mere repe- 
titions of those); and the sense of this is that as the Names in question 
have heen used for the very first time, there can be no question of their 
being mere repetitions, That is to say, they are not mentioned with refer- 
ence to a previously enjoined Action. 

And further (according to you), the whole of the sentence ‘ athaisha, 
etc. would become redundant; as even without these, the accessories, 
in the shape of the ‘ gift of a thousand,’ etc., could very well be laid 
down, 

Then, too, in accordance with the view that the names refer to the 
same Action as the previous one, inasmuch as the gift of ‘twelve- 
hundred’ has already been laid down in connection with the Jyottshtoma, 
the mention of ‘a thousand,’ with reference to the same, would lead to 
these two gifts being taken as optional alternatives, as both would serve 
the same purpose ; and this is not quite allowable. When, however, the 
Actions are different, there is no such anomaly. 

Nor can it be urged that the mention of the latter accessory has its 
end in connection with a new Result; as the substratum of the accessory 
(the Jyottshtoma) being hopelessly rent asunder by the intervention of 
the Name, there is no idea of that substrate at the time that the latter 
Accessory is laid down. 

And further the relationship of the Name, the Accessory and the 
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Result with the ‘sacrifice’ mentioned subsequently, is based upon Syntac- 
tical Connection ; while that with the previous Jyotishtoma would be based 
upon Context (which is weaker than the former) ; and for this reason 
also the Actions must be regarded as different. 

Nor are the words ‘ Jyotik’ etc. in the case in question (necessarily ) 
the parts of the word ‘ Jyotishtoma’; because the name ‘ Rathantara’ (of 
one kind of Sama) is not recognised as a part of the name ‘ Kanvarathan- 
tara’ (another kind of Sama). As for the sentence ‘vasanté vusanté 
Jyotisha yajéta,’ we take the word as indirectly indicating the Jyotishtoma 
(and not directly expressing it), because of this fact being pointed out by 
other means of right notion. In the case in question, however, we do not 
find any such other means, whereby the word ‘Jyotish’ could be taken as 
referring to the ‘ Jyotishtoma.’ As for the use of the word ‘ Jyotth’ with 
reference to the Trivit, etc, in the sentence ‘&ani jyotinshi, etc.,’ such 
use must be taken in a secondary sense, »llowable in this sentence alone, 
on account of the fact of the two being spoken of (in the sentence) as 
co-extensive ; and as such this sense could not be accepted in all cases. For 
instance, though in the case of the sentence ‘ sitho manavakah,’ the word 
‘sinha’ is taken as referring to tho Boy (Manavaku), only in its secondary 
sense of Brave, etc., yet when the word ‘si%ha’ is used in another sen- 
tence, e.g., ‘Sinhamalabhéta, it is not taken in the same secondary sense 
(but in its direct sense of the Lion). 

Thus then, we conclude that in consideration of the direct significa- 
tion of the words ‘ Jyotih, etc., these names must be taken as differentiat- 
ing the Actions referred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[Differentiation of Actions through their Deities. ] 


Siitra (23): An accessory also (serves to differentiate Actions), 
when it is a new one, and incapable of being connected with the 
foregoing (action); because both the sentences are equally (inde- 
pendent of each other). 


Before dealing with the differentiating of Actions by Context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions based upon their 
Accessories. 

In connection with the Cdturmdsya sacrifices, with reference to the 
Vuiguvadeva Parva, we find the sentence ‘vatgradevyamiksha,’ which 
serves to lay down the sucrtfice implied by the connection between the 
Material and the Deity herein mentioned ; and following on this we find 
the sentence ‘väājibhyo viajinam.’ And on this point there arises the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an accessory Mate- 
rial for the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence, or does it serve to 
lay down a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the 
Material and the Deity mentioned in itself ? 

Though there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that both 
the Material and the Deity mentioned in the second sentence are laid 
down with reference to the previous sacrifice, yet this has not been 
put forth ; because it has been shown in the Adhikarana dealing with the 
Paurnamisi sacrifice, that it is not possible for many accessories to be 
laid down in connection with an Action that has been already enjoined 
by a previous sentence. 

Thus, then, the question comes to be this: Is the material vajina 
connected, in the previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Vigve- 
devas) of that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity (Vāji), 
another sacrifice and another Apūrva ? 

On this, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSBA. 


“ The second sentence serves to lay down the material Vdjina with 
“ regard to the previous sacrifice. 
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‘ Because of the word ‘ Vaji’ being taken as one who has vāja or Food, 
“ and the Food meant being the ämikshā that has been laid down in the 
“immediately preceding sentence (‘ Vacpvadevyamiksha’), it is the 
“ Vigvedévas themselves that are denoted by the word ‘ Vajibhyah’; and 
“ the action too referred to in this second sentence being the same as that 
« laid down in the former sentence, what this second sentence does is to 
‘“ lay down a new Material, in the shape of the Vajina. 

“ That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the ‘ Vajis ’ ; 
“and no unknown meaning of words can serve to complete the meaning 
“of a sentence; but as a rule, whenever the meaning of a word as a 
“ whole is unknown, what we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded 
“ by its constituent parts ; and in the case in question we find that in the 
“ first sentence, the Vigvedevas are represented as ‘Vaji’ because of 
“their having the Amksha (which is a Food, ‘ Vāja’); and then these 
“ same Deities being understood, in the second sentence, to be connected 
“ with the material ‘ Vajina,’ they cannot be set aside from this connec- 
“ tion (because there is no other known meaning of the word ‘ Vāji’ as 
‘“a whole). These Deities (the Vigvedévas) are already impressed with 
‘ the connection of the sacrifice previously implied by the first sentence ; 
“ consequently, when, with a view to establishing their relationship with 
“the material Vajina, we come to assume a ‘sacrifice,’ we find that 
“ there is no reason why we should set aside the sacrifice that is pointed 
“ out by the word ‘vāji’ (which is synonymous with Vegvédevds, and as 
“ such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sentence); and while 
“we have that sacrifice, there arises no further [Inconsistency with 
“ regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the second 
“ sentence we have the same sacrifice, the same Apirva and the same 
“ Deity as those in the previous sacrifice ; and as such there is no reason 
“ for assuming any other sacrifice. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
“ question, the two Materials, Amcksha and Vajina, must be taken as 

“ pertaining to the same sucrifice, to be employed in it either as optional 

“ alternatives, or both jointly. 
“ Though it is true that the Amiksha is laid down in the same 
“ sentence that lays down the sacrifice (and as such this being the more 
‘‘ authoritative of the two materials, they cannot both be taken either as 
“ alternatives or conjointly),—yet what the sentence could do would be 
“ to extract the ‘ sacrifice’ from the previous sentence, and then lay down 
“a fresh Material (Vajina) for it (and in this way both the Materials 
“ would be equally authoritative), Though, as a matter of fact, the 
“ < sacrifice’ is implied by the connection of the Deity and the Material, 
“ and it is not mentioned directly as extracted (from the previous sen- 
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‘ tence), yet there is always an idea of the sacrifice being something that 
“ is implied as apart from the Material, etc.; on account of its having 
“ the character of an Action. Or it may be that what is implied in the 
“ second sentence is the word ‘ yaga’ (from the previous sentence) ; and 
“this does not disappear even when the Amiksha@ (of the previous 
“ sentence) has ceased to exist (in the second); aud the word ‘ vāji’ 
“ (in ‘vajibhyah ’) too is put in only for the purpose of indicating the 
“ sacrifice implied by it (as synonymous with ‘ Vigvedévas’ of the pre- 
“ vious sentence). Nor isthe connection between the ‘ Vāji’ and the 
“‘Vājina’ understood to be independent of that sacrifice; because 
“ there can be no mutual relationship between the two nouns them- 
“ selves. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the action mentioned in the 
“ second sentence is not different from that laid down in the first.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 

Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence has 
already a Material mentioned for it, another Material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) cannot possibly belong to it ; and hence the mention 
of such a material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not 
but indicate another Action. 

The menning of the Sitra thus comes to be this: Inasmuch as the 
‘Guna’ (material) is new and incapable of being connected with the pre- 
vious Action, it gives rise to the idea of a distinct Action ; specially as 
the two sentences are equal, i.e., independent of each other. ‘That is to 
say, each of the two connections between Deity and Material (that the 
two sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, as incom- 
patible with itself, lays down a distinct Action. 

Objection: “It is true that when the subsequently mentioned acces- 
“ sory is found to be inapplicable to the previously mentioned Action, it 
“ indicates another Action, But in the case in question, why cannot the 
“ accessory, ‘ Vagina,’ be connected with the previously mentioned sacri- 
“ fice or its Deity ? ” 

Reply: The only reason for this non-connection lies in the fact of 
that Action having its material already laid down as something else. 

“ But why cannot both the materials be used jointly ? ” 

Because when a number of things are found to serve the same 
purpose, they are always taken as optional alternatives, as we shall show 
under the Sé¢tra XII ~iii—19, 

“ Theu they may be taken as optional alternatives.” 
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But that is not possible; because the two are not equally strong in 
the authority of their applicability to the same sacrifice. 

We proceed to show this inequality: The connection of the Vigve- 
devas and the Action mentioned in the first sentence, with the Amiksha, 
is one that is directly mentioned by the word (‘ Vaicvadévi’) ; while that 
of those with the ‘ Va@jina’ is indicated by the sentence (‘ vājibhyo vāji- 
nam’). And inall cases, there are three methods of mentioning the 
Deity: (1) By means of the deific nominal affix, (2) by the Dative case- 
ending, and (3) by means of the words of the Mantra used; and among 
these that which precedes is always more authoritative than that which 
follows. 

Objection: “ The mantra being non-injunctive, it is only natural that 
“jit should be weaker in authority than Direct Assertion; but why 
‘should there bea difference of strength between the Nominal Affix 
“and the Dative case-ending ? ” 

Reply : It is by Direct Assertion that the connection of the Deity 
is mentioned by means of the Nominal Affix; whereas in the case of the 
Dative ending, that connection is expressed by the syntactical connection 
between the two words lying in close proximity to each other. 

For instance, in the case in question, in the case of the word 
‘ vaicvadevi,’ the presence of the Deity (Vigvedévas) is expressed by the 
Direct Denotation of the word; while in the case of the Dative ending 
(in ‘Vajibhyak’) it is implied indirectly by the proximity (and syntacti- 
eal connection) of the two words in the sentence ‘ vājibhyo vajinam’ 
(and certainly Direct Denotation is always stronger than Indirect Im- 
plication by syntactical connection). 

Objection: “ In the case of the sentence ‘ vdigvadevyamiksha’ also 
‘the connection between the Deity Vigvedévas and the material ‘ Am- 
‘‘ {ksh&’ is expressed by the proximity of the two words in the sentence ; 
“and thus in both cases the fact of the connection being implied by 
“ syntactical connection is equally present. If it be urged that the 
“ character of the Deity is mentioned directly by the word ‘ v@igvadevi,’ 
“while it is only the connection of the material ‘ amikshi’ that is 
“ implied by the syntactical connection,—then this is also found to be the 
“ case in the other sentence, where the character of the Deity being 
“ mentioned directly by the dative ending (in ‘vajibhyah’) it is only 
“ the connection of the material Vajina that is implied by syntactical 
‘connection. If again it be urged that the connection also with mate- 
“ial in general having been mentioned by the Nominal Affix, what 
‘ syntactical connection does is only to specify that material,—then, this 
“too would be found to be the case with the other sentence as well. 
“ Because the single word ‘ vajibhyah’ directly denotes the character of 
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“ the receiver of the offering ; and as this character would not be possible 
“ without an object to be offered, some such object in general would be 
‘indicated by the said Direct Denotation itself; and all that the 
“ proximity of the word ‘Vajina’ would do would be to specify that object. 
“ And further, granted that the Direct Denotation of the Nominal 
“ Affix mentions the connection with some material in general; even then, 
“ inasmuch as the ‘Vajina’ also is included in the ‘ object in general,’ there 
“ would be nothing incongruous in taking this latter also as the specified 
“ material for the same sacrifice (as held by us): the only incompati- 
“ bility would be between the two particular materials, the Am:ksha and 
“ the ‘ Vagina’; and both of these being equally indicated by syntactical 
“ connection, there would be no difference between the authoritative charac- 
“ ter of these. And as such they must be taken as optional alternatives.” 

Reply : The Nominal Affix does not denote the Deity of the material 
in general; what it does is to express the Deity of the particular material 
mentioned by the word ‘asya’ (which is present in the expression ‘ sa’sya 
dévata,’ which expresses the presence of the Nominal Affix). 

For instance, in the case in question, the Nominal Affix in the word 
‘Vuigvadevi’ being explained as ‘ vigvédeva devata asyak’, the pronoun 
‘asyGk’ expresses, not the material in general, but the particular material 
in close proximity with itself; specially as it is only a particular object, 
and not the indefinite generic class ‘ object’, that is capable of being utilised. 
Consequently that the object expressed by the basic noun (‘ Vigvedevah’) 
is name of the Deity of the particular material pointed out by other means, 
is the direct denotation of the Nominal Affix in ‘Vazgvadévi.. Thus 
then, the idea of the particular material. as bearing in itself the parti- 
cular relationship, and as being subservient to the Deity, is brought about 
directly by the word with the Nominal Affix, independently of every other 
word ; and we proceed to look out for the particular material whose 
Deity has been mentioned by meaus of the Nominal Affix ; and then it is 
that this is pointed oat by means of the word ‘ dmikshd.’ And thus as 
the connection (between the Material and the Deity) has been mentioned 
before the appearance of the qualified idea, there is in this case no need 
of an Indirect Indication. ‘hough as a matter of fact, in the case of all 
words, the basic noun and the affix have independent siynificatious of 
their own that follow closely apon each other, and it is as between these two 
that the Relationship in question is cognised,—yet, in the case of the word 
in question (‘ Vatpvadevi’), as the relationship (of the Material with 
the Deity) appears in the same word (as the members related), it has a 
distinctly stronger authority than that which is indicated by means of 
the proximity of two words (‘ vajibhyo vajinam’); and it is for this reason 
that it is spoken of as ‘directly denoted by the word.’ 
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Thus then, in the sentence ‘ vaigvadevyamkesha ’ there are two relation- 
ships: (1) the Relationship of the Material with the Deity, and (2) the 
Relationship of the qualifier and the qualified; and of these the former 
is directly mentioned by the word, while the latter is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection. 

For this reason, the qualification of the word ‘amiksha’ by the word 
‘vatevadevi’ is not through the meaning of these words; as it is 
in the case of the expression ‘ ntlotpalam’; what the fact is, is that the 
Nominal Affix itself directly denotes the Amiksha together with the Deity 
(Vigvedevadh); and the particular material referred to (by the pronoun 
‘asyak’ in the expounding of the Nominal Affix) is indicated by the 
proximity of the word ‘ Amiksha.’ 

That is to say, in the case in question, it is not that the word with 
the Nominal Affix denoting one object, and the word ‘ dmiksha’ denoting 
another, the qualification of one of these by the other applies sub- 
sequently; because this relationship is expressed, at the very outset, by the 
word with the Nominal Affix; but what actually happens is that the word 
vith the Nominal Affix having the capability of expressing that which 
cannot be utilised (that is, the Material in general), it stands in need of the 
proper particular object for itself; and then what the additional word 
(@miksh@) does is to present to it this psrticular object ; and thus, as a 
matter of fact, through the proximity of the word ‘āmikshā,’ the word 
‘vatguadévi’ itself denotes the material ‘a@miksha.’ Nor does the word 
‘amiksha’ in that case come to be a mere reference to the ‘dmiksha’ 
denoted by the word ‘ vacgvadévi ’; because without that word, the woid 
with the Nominal Affix is not cognised as having that (Amiksh@) for its 
object. Nor does the Amiksha become the meaning of the sentence; 
because that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix is not 
known to have a separate existence. As a matter of fact, we have a 
sentence, only when there are at least two independent denotations of 
words. Thus then, all that the word ‘amiksha’ does is to bring forward 
that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix; and as such 
it does not remove to a further distance (and thereby render weaker) the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix. 

It is with a view to all this that we have the following declaration : `‘ It 
is by the Direct Denotation of the pronoun ‘ asyah’ that the meaning of the 
second word (‘ @miksh@’) is denoted ; and as that is expressed by the Nominal 
Affix, all the three (the Pronoun,the Affix and the Amiksha@) become deno- 
ted by the single word (with the Nominal Affix ‘ Vazguadévi’).” Thus then, 
what is denoted by the word ‘ vaigvadevi’ is that ‘ that which is the Amtksha 
is to become connected with the Deity Vigvedevah.’ And hence in this case, 
the co-ordination is between the words, and not between their denotations. 
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In the case of the sentence ‘Vajzibhyo vajinam’ on the other hand, 
the case is wholly different. 

Because, firstly, in the sentence ‘ vdj;ibhyo vajinam, the mkta to be 
offered is not denoted either by the noun ‘ väfin’, or by the Dative affix 
(in the word ‘väājibhyak’); nor do any of these express the connection of 
that Material with the Deity ; and hence we cannot cognise these by any 
other means save the syntactical connection (of the two words). That i8 
to say, in the word ‘v@jibhyah,’ either the basic noun, or the affix, or both 
of them together, express either the material in general, or a particular 
Material, or the connection of some Material with the Deity ; all that the 
word denotes is that the object signified by the noun is the recipient ; 
and certainly there is no idea of the relationship of the material 
included ın the word; and hence it has to be cognised by means of the 
syntactical connection, based upon the proximity of the word ‘ vdjinum.’ 

And secondly, in the case of the word ‘ vazgvadévi’, we find that the 
signification of the Pronoun ‘asy@h’ is included in the Nominal Affix; but 
in the case of the word vajibhyahk’ the Dative is not laid down in the 
sense of ‘that of which the object signified by the basic noun is the 
receiver of the gift? That is to say, in the case of the former, we find that 
the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense of 
‘that of which the object signified by the basic word is the Deity’; while 
the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that ‘that which is signi- 
fied by the basic noun is the receiver of that (a certain gift) ’; and as 
such in the case of a word with the Dative ending, there can be no 
indication of the meaning of the Pronoun ‘asya’; and as a matter of 
fact, what such a word actually expresses is the mere character of the 
Recipient; and hence, it is only on account of the inconsistency of the 
mention of a ‘ recipient,’ without the ‘ object to be received,’ that the word 
with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for some such thing ; 
and certainly this does not make this thing to be directly expressed by 
that word ; as, in that case, all that is signified by the sentence would 
become the denotation of that word. All that the said desire (raised by 
the Dative) does is to bring about the requisite relationship when the 
other word is uttered; for if there were no such desire raised by the 
first word, even the second word could not bring about the said relation- 
ship. 

Thus, then, though the Dative Affix directly denotes the deific 
character (of Vajin), yet its relationship with the Material {vdjina) is 
indicated by syntactical connection alone. Our contention is with regard 
to this relationship (of the Material and the Deity) ; and there is no doubt 
that the relationship of the Material vājina (with the Deity Vajin) (as 
indicated by syntactical connection) is very much weaker in authority 
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(than that of the Amisha with the Vigvedevas, because this latter is men- 
tioned directly by the Nominal Affix in the word ‘ vaigvadevi.’ 

Further, it is a well-recognised fact that that which is expressed directly 
by the word is more nearly related to it than that which is indicated by 
syntactical connection, this latter being very much remoter than the former ; 
and hence we proceed to show how, what you hold to be the sense of the 
sentence ‘ vdjzbhyahk, etc.’ is far remote (from the direct signification of the 
words). (1) For instance, in the case in question, the relationship of the 
amiksha (with the Vigvedévas) being in close proximity to the word, is 
recognised as being expressed directly by the word; while the relationship 
of the vaijina with the Vicvedevas being far removed, is recognised as 
indicated by syntactical connection. Though the Nominal Affix (in 
‘ Vaigvadévi ’) does not express the fact of the Vigvedévas being the Deity 
of the particular Material (@mzksh@), yet it does express the fact of their 
being the Deity of some Material in general; while the word with the 
Dative ending does not express anything with regard to any material, 
either general or particular; and this makes a great difference between 
the two cases. It has been argued above that the material in general 
expressed by the Nominal Affix in ‘ Vacgvadévi’ could also pertain to the 
vajina (which would thus come to have the Vigvedévas for its Deity). 
But this is scaicely correct; because in the word ‘ vaigvadévi ’ we find 
a feminine ending, which, though appearing in connection with the 
generic term, yet distinctly points to the fact that the material meant 
must be that which is mentioned by a word in the feminine gender that 
may be found in close proximity with the former word ; and none of these 
conditions (which are fulfilled by the Amiksh@) are found to be fulfilled 
by the vājina, as it is neither mentioned by a word in the feminine gender, 
nor is it in close proximity with the word ‘ vazevadévi’ ; and as such this 
latter is not accepted as the material in connection with the Vigve- 
dévas. 

(2) The relationship of the v@jina with the Vajins is not mentioned in 
the form ‘vdjibhyo vazjinam kurydt’; and hence for the mention of that 
relationship, we must supply some word expressive of ‘giving’ and the 
like. As for the word ‘kuryat’ (denoting performability), this has got 
to be supplied even in the sentence dealing with the @mzksha, either from 
above, or out of the final sentence laying down the actual performance of 
the Action in question ; and as such the question of the expression of this- 
performablity has not been urged against the opponent. In the sentence 
‘ vagtbhyo vajinam, however, the said relationship is wholly uncognisable, 
until the root ‘da’ (=te give) is supplied from above; though in the 
expression ‘vaiguadévyfmiksha’ (we have the relationship directly 
expressed by the Nominal Affix, which leaves nothing that could have to 
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be supplied from above). And the reason for this is that in all sentences, 
there are only two ways in which the relntionship of nouns is expressed ; 
víz., either by the mention of co-extensiveness, or by the word in the genitive 
case; and in the sentence ‘ vdj1bhyak’ etc., we do not find either co-exten- 
siveness or the genitive word ; and as for the case-ending in ‘vajibhyab,’ 
it cannot (being a case-ending} be related to any word other than the 
verb; and we do not find any verb mentioned; hence it becomes neces- 
sary to supply the verb from above; this is one ground for the aforesaid 
remoteness. And the other lies in the extremely complicated nature of 
the connection among the three words (‘wviyzbhyah,’ ‘vajinam’ and 
‘' dadyāt’). 

It may be argued that—“ in the case of the sentence ‘ vaigvadévi’ etc., 
also there is an equal necessity for supplying the verb ‘sacrifice.’” But the 
two cases are not parallel, because in the case of this latter sentence, the 
‘sacrifice’ is inferred after the relationship of the admiksha with the 
Vigvédevas has been fully cognised ; and the cognition of the relation- 
ship does not depend upon the verb ‘to sacrifice.’ For yon, on the other 
hand, the mere fact of bringing about the ownership of another person 
(which is implied by the Dative ending) being impossible (without the 
mention of the ‘ sacrifice’), the ‘sacrifice,’ would be necessary for the 
bringing about of a cogent relationship among the factors expressed (by 
the word ); and hence, from the very beginning, it would be necessary to 
assume the verb ‘to give,’ for the sake of the establishment of the syntac- 
tical connection between the word denoting the Material and that denot- 
ing the Deity. 

It is only when this verb ‘to give’ has been supplied, that the nouns, 
previously disjointed, become joined in a common bond of relationship ; 
and thus both these words, having the same purpose, come to restrict 
each other; and this process is very complicated. In the case of the 
sentence ‘Vaiguadéuyimikeha’ on the other hand, there are no such 
complications, and the process is very much simpler. 

(3) Though the Vajin and the vayina are directly related to each 
other, yet (none of their terminations being such as to express @ co- 
extensiveness between them), there is a distinct remoteness between them. 
In the cuse of the sentence ‘ Vargvadévyamiksha’ on the other hand, there 
is a distinct co-extensiveness (expressed by the common Nominative 
euding); and hence we have a proximity between them; as we shall 
explain, later on, how ‘the words having the same endings are more oap- 
able than thore with different endings.’ 

(4) Further, all that the Dative in ‘vdjibhyak ’ could do would be 
to denote the fact of the Väjins bheing Recipients; and it is only by a far- 
fetched process that the Vdjins can be indicated as the Deities related to the 
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vajina. Because the Dative is not, like the particular Nominal Affix, laid 
down by grammarians as denoting the Deity; as all that it is said to 
express is the character of the Recipient; and certainly the ‘ Recipient ’ 
is not the same as the ‘ Deity’ ; for in the sentence ‘he gives the gold to 
Atréya,’ Atreyn cannot be taken as a Deity. If the Deity were the 
(same as the) Recipient, then there would be no difference between 
giving and sacrificing. Then again,'that object which operates towards 
the accepting of a gift, is called the ‘ Recipient’ ; while we do not find the 
Deity operating towards any such accepting; therefore all that we can 
have the Dative do is to indirectly indicate the Deity as one with reference 
to whom the gift would be made, which is something that comes before 
the Recipient ; or, it may be taken as indicating the ownership that follows 
after the possession of another person (the Recipient) has been brought 
about ; because the character of the Deity is known to be identical with 
such ownership, Even if the character of the Deity be held to be that 
of the Recipient in the shape of one not denying the gift, this would 
entail the indication of a character not compatible with the general 
character (of the Deity) ; and this would be a very far-fetched and com- 
plicated process. 

(5) There is yet another cause of remoteness, in the shape of the 
doubtful nature of the word ‘ vAzzbhyak,’ which can be taken both in 
the Dative and the Ablative ; whereas in the case of the Nominal Affix, 
there being no such doubt, the intellect has not got to be over-strained. 
That is to say, when we come across the word ‘vd7ibhyak,’ until we have 
set aside (on certain grounds) its ablative character, and decided to take 
it as the Dative, the mind is in the tossing state of uncertainty. The 
opponent argues that—* the signification of the Nominal Affix (in ‘ vaiçra- 
devi’) is also doubtful, inasmuch as there are many meanings of that 
Affix, in the shape of the Patronymic and the rest.” But this argument 
is not quite relevant, or on the same lines as ours ; because what we have 
urged was the verbal doubt (in connection with the word ‘väājibhyah’) ; 
while you have brought forward a doubt with regard to the meaning; for 
in all cases, whatever the meaning, the word ‘“ vaigvadévi” can not lose 
its character of ending in a Nominal Affix; and as for the meaning, we 
settle upon its denoting a Deity, because we find none of the other signi- 
fications of the Affix compatible with the sentence. For you, on the 
other hand, even when (after a long cogitation) the word ‘ vdjzbhyak’ has 
come to be ascertained to be in the Dative, inasmuch as there are many 
meanings of the Dative, there always remains a doubt as to whether the 
Dative in question is an Upapada-vibhakti or a Karaka-vibhakt: ; and thus 
also the latter being accompanied by a double doubt, this is certainly 
more far-fetched than the former. Specially as the doubt with regard 
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to the meaning, being common to both of us, cannot be urged against any 
one of us only; while as for the doubt with regard to the word itself, 
it occurs in your case only, and not in mine, and as such can very well 
be brought forward against you. 

(6) Then again, the @mrksha is related to the sacrifice (to the Vicve- 
devas), which is pointed out (as implied) in the same sentence where it 
is itself mentioned ; whereas the vdjina is, according to you, related to 
the sacrifice (the same as the above) which is pointed out in another 
sentence. Aud there can be doubt as to the greater authoritativeness of 
that material which is mentioned in the same sentence along with the 
sacrifice at which it is employed. 

(7) Nor is it possible for the second sentence to draw ont the 
‘sacrifice’ only from the former sentence, and then to lay down another 
material (the vājinu) in connection with it; because the impropriety of 
this has been shown under the Adhikaranas dealing with ‘ Citr@’ and 
‘ Vaigvadéva’ (Pada IV, Adhydya 1). 

(8) Then again, in accordance with the rule laid down under the 
Adhikarana ou ‘Vaigvadéva, the sentence mentioning the v@jina would 
stand in need of the further help of the Oontext. Because the relationship 
of the Deity and the Material (spoken of in the sentence ‘ vaj7ibhyo vāji- 
nam’) only stands in need of some sort of a sacrifice; and that this sacri- 
fice is the same as that at which the previously mentioned @mzksha has 
been employed, could ovly be ascertained by means of the Context. That 
is to say, the vdjina, not being capable of being related to the Deity ‘ Vayins ’ 
without a ‘sacrifice,’ stands in need of some sort of this latter; and 
then the conclusion, that the vajinu also is a part of (ie. is to be 
employed at) the same sacrifice as that at which the @mzkshd@ is used, can 
be got at by means of the Context alone. Thus, then, even though it be 
by Syntactical Connection alone that the Vzgvedévas are pointed out as 
the Deity for the offering of the amiksha@, yet we find that the dmzksha 
is mentioned independently of anything else; and inasmuch as the 
vijina could be taken as forming part of the same sacrifice, by means 
of a Syntactical Connection that depends (for such signification) upon 
the Context,—the employing of the G@miksha is found to be dis- 
tinctly more authoritative than that of the vfjina ; and this makes a 
great difference between the two theories. If then, the vajina be con- 
nected with a sacrifice, independently of the Context, there being uo other 
known sacrifice cognised along with it, we would come to conclude that 
it belongs to an independent sacrifice by itself; but in this, the vdjzina 
being separated from the Vatgvadéva sacrifice, you would be land- 
ing upon the Siddhanta standpoint. And we have already explained 
above, in connection with the word ‘dgneya,’ that in the case of all such 
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sentences as do not directly mention the action of the human agent, until 
some sort of a ‘sacrifice’ has been inferred in counection with them, they 
do not stand in need of the help of any other sentence. (And in the case 
of the sentence ‘ Vajibhyo vajinam ° when the sacrifice has been inferred, 
or implied, within itself by the relationship between the Vajins and the 
vagina, this relationship becomes duly established; and as such the sen- 
tence could have no need of any other sentence of the Context such as 
‘ VutgvuadévyAmik sha’; and consequently there would be nothing to show 
that the sacrifice spoken of in this latter sentence is the same at which 
the aforesaid ‘ väina’ would be employed.) 

(9) In the case of the sentence ‘ vazgvadévi,’ etc., the ‘ Vigvedévas ° 
as connected with the Gmzksh& are expressed by means of the fully 
recognised signification of the word ‘vigvedéva’ usa whole (contained 
in the word ‘vaigvadévi’); while with the vājina ( mentioned in the other 
sentence) they could he connected only by means of the far-fetched signi- 
fication of the broken-up constituent parts of the word ‘ vajibhyak.’ 
That is to say, the Vigvedevas could be spoken of as ‘ va@jins’ only by 
taking this latter word in the sense afforded by its component parts. 
And as such a signification of the word could be got at by joining to- 
gether the sense afforded by the two parts of the word (vdja+in); and 
this would be exactly like the meaning of a sentence which is got at by 
joining together the meanings of its constituent words ; and as such it 
could not but be very much weaker in authority than the well-recognised 
meaning of a word as a whole, which is always obtained by a mere men- 
tion of the word ; and for this reason too the connection of the Vajinu 
with the Vatgvadéva sacrifice is very much weaker than that of the 
Amiksha. 

(10) The word ‘ vagin’ as a whole is actually found to have such well- 
known significations as the ‘horse’ and the like; and hence to take 
it as signifying the Vigvedévas would entail much needless trouble. 
Because, as for the character of the Deity, it must always be taken in 
precisely the same form as that mentioned by the word, no attention be- 
ing paid to the capability or incapability of that which is so mentioned ; 
and that character does not depend upon the generic class ‘ Dévatitva’ ; 
and hence too the word ‘väājin’ could not (by the mere generic character 
of ‘ Dévatitva’) be taken as referring to the Vigvedévas. 'Thus then 
the word ‘ vajibhyak’ would directly denote the fact of the Horses béing 
the Deity ; and hence to take it as referring to the Vigvedévas would 
necessitate, without sufficient cause, the taking of that word in the 
much less authoritative sense afforded by its constituent parts; and this 
makes another great difference between the two theories. 

(11) Even when the word ‘ vajin’ is taken in the sense afforded by 
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its constituent parts, as that sense would equally refer to all the Deities 
that may be connected with the offering of the Cake (because the Cake 
is a food, ‘ vāja,’ just like the @miksh@) ; and hence to restrict the word 
to the Vigvedévas alone would entail a further effort. For instance, all 
the deities, Agni and the rest, would come to be pointed out by the word 
‘ vdjin,’ on account of their being connected with such ‘foods’ as the 
Cake and the like; and hence your theory would, at the very outset, 
necessitate the gratuitous assumption that the word ‘ food,’ ‘vāja’ (in 
the word ‘ viijin’), refers to the ämikshā, and not to the Cake, etc. ; and 
then again, there would be another assumption that, thongh the word 
‘vāja’ refers to @miksha in yeneral, yet it points to that particular 
amiksha which is offered at the Vaigvadéva sacrifice, and that as such 
the word ‘ vfijin’ indicates those (7.e., the Vigvedévas) to whom that parti- 
cular Gmiksha is offered. Thus then it comes to this: Though the word 
‘vajin’ directly by itself refers to many other Deities, yet, by means of the 
Context, itis restricted to the particular Deity (the Vigvedévas). And 
we see no ground for this recourse to the Context; because the Deity is 
always mentioned only as an accessory detail; and as such if it were 
spoken of as something to be purified or prepared like the ‘vrihi’ in the 
sentence ‘Vrihiu prokshati,’ then somehow or other, on account of the 
fact of such purification helping the Apirva of the sacrifice, there could be 
established n connection with the Deity mentioned in the same Context ; 
[that is to say, in that case, as the purification of the Deity spoken of 
in the second sentence could only be the cause of a certain transcendental 
result, the sentence could be taken along with the Deity of a certain 
previously mentioned sacrifice}. In the case in question, however, we do 
not find the Deity mentioned as something to be purified ; because even 
without its having the form of such purification, the action mentioned is 
found to serve a distinct purpose. Even if the sentence could be taken 
as mentioning a purification, this latter could only be in the form of the 
utilising of the vājina, and it would have nothing to do with purifying 
the Deity. For even if the sentence were to refer to the Deity mentioned 
in the same Context, there would be no certainty as to which one Deity is 
meant, as there are many Deities, Agni and the rest, that are mentioned 
in the Context. It may be argued that—“ inasmuch as all the Deities 
would be included in ‘ Vigvedévas’ (which word means all deities) it is the 
Vigvedévas alone that we take as referred to by the sentence in question.” 
But this is scarcely right ; because there is no authority for the collecting 
of all deities. If it be urged that—“ all are included, on account of the 
direct mention of the Plural number (in ‘ vaj7bhyak),’’—we deny this ; 
because the Plural number may rest with three only. It might be 
argued that there is no reason why the number should be limited to three 
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only. But we have such a reason, as shown under the Sūtra ‘ mukhy- 
añcāpūrvacodanāt lokavat’ (XII—ii—23). Therefore there is no ground 
for taking the Vigvedévas (as referred to by the word ‘ vdjibhyah ’). 

(12) It is only when the Deity stands in need of some fact for 
making its mention explicable, that it becomes connected with a Mate- 
rial; and in the sentence in question, inasmuch as, in accordance with your 
theory, the Deity mentioned by the word ‘ va@jibhyah’ has its Material 
already supplied (in the shape of the ‘ vāja ’),—and as such it is actually 
coguised as having all its wants duly supplied by the same word,—it cannot 
be taken along with any other Material (in the shape of the vājina, whose 
connection would be based upon syntactical connection). And as such 
there is a deal of difference between the authoritativeness of the two 
theories. 

(13) And further, it is always by means of Direct Assertion that the 
Deity becomes connected with its sacrifice; and in the case in question 
we find that the direct mention of the Vigvedévas by the word ‘ Vajin’ is 
hardly possible. If in connection with the offering of the v@jinu also, the 
V igvedévas themselves be accepted as the Deity, then, in all places where 
the sacrifices are recapitulated, it would be necessary to pronounce the 
word ‘ Vicvedéva.’ But in the case in question we find that this word is 
not mentioned in the sentence that serves as the Injunction of the Vajina 
offering (7.e., the sentence ‘ vājibhyo vajinam,’ which uses the word ‘ vajzin ’ 
and not ‘ Vigvédéva’); and as such a direct mention of the Vigvedévas in 
this connection is hard to be got at; as the only way it could be got at 
would be in the following manner: (l) the word ‘ vajin’ has a literal 
signification; (2) as the sentence in which that occurs does not men- 
tion the sacrificial detail (in the shape of the Deity), the woid indicates 
(indirectly) the word ‘ Vigvedéva’ ; and (3) then this latter word comes 
to be laid down as the one which is to be uttered at the time of the 
offering of the Va@jina. ‘This would be a highly complicated process. 
Then, too, if the denotation of the word ‘ vd7:n’ were to indicate a word, 
this latter could be in the forms ‘ sarvé-dévah,’ ‘ nisgéshi-dévatah,’ and 
so forth, all of which are synonymous; and as such it would be extremely 
difficult to get at the precise form ‘ Vigvédéva.’ And when some other 
word (‘sarvé-dévah’) is pronounced, it cannot point to the fact of the 
particular Deity of the Vigvedévas being the Deities concerned ; as we 
shall show later on, in Adhyaéya X, that the Deity of an Action is always 
recognised precisely in the same form as it is mentioned in the Injunction 
(X—iv—23). Inthe sentence ‘ väjibhyah, etc., we find that the human 
ugeut is urged to the offering of the material to the Deity mentioned by 
the particular word ‘vdjin’; and as such, at the time of the actual offer- 
ing, the Deity should be mentioned by pronouncing the precise word 
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‘vājin’ (and not any of its synonyms). Thus then, even if it be granted 
that the same Deity of the Vigvedévas is mentioned by means of the 
word ‘vdjin’ (in connection with the offering of the vājina), and by the 
word ‘ Vicvédéva ’ (in connection with that of the @mzksha)—yet, in ac- 
cordance with the law laid down above in connection with the words 
‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndra’ (vide Sutras IT—i—-15-16),—inasmuch as the 
Deities in question are mentioned by two distinct words,—they must be 
regarded as wholly distinct; and consequently the second senténce must 
be taken as mentioning a quite different relationship of Deity and Mate- 
rial; and then, inasmuch as it is not allowable for many accessories (in 
>the shape of the Material ‘ vajina’ and the Deity ‘ Vājin °) to be laid down 
in regard to a sacrifice that has been previously enjoined (7.c., the 
Vaiguedéva sacrifice), we come to the conclusion that in the case in ques- 
tion the mention of the accessory (‘ vdjinam’) serves to distinguish this 
latter Action from that which is laid down by the former sentence. 


Sutra (24): When, however, the word mentioning the pre- 
vious Action is not accompanied by the mention of any Ac- 
cessory (the mention of an accessory in another sentence 
does not make it the injunction of another Action). 


This Sütra mentions a counter-instance to the foregoing. ‘I'he sense 
of it is that when a certain Action has not got any definite Accessory 
laid down by its original Injunction, if another sentence is found men- 
tioning an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down 
the Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the 
previous sentence ; and hence in such cases, the mention of the Accessory 
does not serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one). 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Sūtru 24 has been taken by the Bhashya as forming a distinct 
Adhikarana—the tenth—by itself. Its sense is explained as that when 
no other material is mentioned in the second sentence, the Actions 
spoken of in the two sentences must be accepted as being one and the 
same. | 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


(The mention of certain materials—dadhi, etc.—is with a view to distinct 
results. ) 


Stitr« (25): “Because of the mention of a distinct Result, 
“ there would be a distinct Action (laid down by the sentence); 
“specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
“ Action.” 


Tu continuation of the sentence ‘agnihotrum guhoti,’ we find the 
sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakadmasya jguhuyat’; and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence? or does it only serve to 
mention n distinct result as following from the offering of a particular 
material at that same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the 
original Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the 
accessory mentioned in a, subsequent passage pertains to the Action laid 
down by that injunction; (2) if the original Injunction contain the 
mention of anaccessory, there being no possibility of the connection of 
more than one enjoined accessory, the mention of another accessory per- 
tains to another Action. In the case in question, we find that the sentence 
laying down the original Action—‘ agnihotram juhoti ’—does not mention 
an accessory; and the other sentence cited mentions more than one 
accessory (viz., the Material ‘dadhi’ and the Result ‘acquiring of sense- 
efficiency °) ; and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of 
these latter appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubt, we have got to settle 
at first the question as to whether the Result mentioned in the second 
sentence follows from the Homa, or from the particular Material 
Dadhi. 

Question: “ How is it that the Bhashyn has totally neglected the 
“ sentence ‘ godohanéna pagukamasya pranayet,’ which had been cited in 
“ connection with the present Adhikarana by the author of the 
“Yrtti?” 

Reply : The only reason is that the sentence in question is of no use 
in showing whether the two Actions are identical or different. If the 
question at issue were as to whether the particular Action serves simply to 
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help the completion of the sacrifice, or it accomplishes something that is 
desirable : for the agent, then, in that case, there would be a difference 
between the case of the sentence cited by us and that cited by the Vrtti; 
as however at present we are dealing witli the question of the diversity 
or identity of Actions, it is necessary that the sentence cited should be one 
that would help in a satisfactory conclusion being arrived at, in connection 
with the question at issue. The “ bringing in” (pranayana), spoken of 
in the sentence cited by the Vrtti, being of the nature of carrying a 
certain thing from one place to another, is not affected one way or the 
other by the diversity or identity of the Actions concerned ; as whether 
the Result follows from the ‘ milking vessel,’ or from the ‘ bringing in by 
means of that vessel,’ in any case, the performance of the main 
Action would be exactly the same. In the case of the sentence cited by 
us, on the other hand, if the Result followed from the material (Dadhz), 
then Dadhi would be the material that should be offered in the morning 
and evening Libations (of the Agnzhotra) ; whereas if it followed from 
the Homa, then this Homa of the Dadhi, having no fixed time for its per- 
formance, would be wholly different from the Agnihotra-Homas, the time 
for which is fixed; and thus having the character of an independent 
Action by itself, like the Darvi-homa, it would be performed only once, 
and independently (of the Agnzhotra); and thus in this case a great 
difference is made in the case by the Action being different. 

Objection: “ KMiven if the Result followed from the Homa, in accordance 
“ with the law ‘ Sannidhau tvavibhagat ’ (II—iii —26), the Action laid down 
“ would be the same, just as the actions laid down in the sentences 
“ * yavajzjivamagnihotram juhuyat’ and Sagnihotram juhuyat svargakimah ’ 
“are the same as the original Agnihotru.” 

Reply: It is not so; because as a rule, if the Action subsequently 
mentioned be recognised as not being different from the one mentioned 
previously, then the Actions are taken to be the samo ; otherwise they sre 
concluded to be different. When an Action is laid down with reference 
to ace:tain Result, and in connection with a certain occasion, ete., it could 
not be connected with these latter, unless it had been previously enjoined ; 
and hence it proceeds indirectly to avquire the character of the oriyinative 
Injunction. Thus, then, if in the sentence mentioning the Result, the 
original form of the previous Action put forward by the more authori- 
tative proximity of the mental image partake of the form of that 
Action, then, in that case, on account of the incompatibility of the 
independent originative potency (of the sentence mentioning the Result), 
it is concluded, on the strength of recognition, that the Action mentioned 
in this sentence is the sume as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 
If, however, we happen .to perceive the slightest difference in the 
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subsequent Action from the one previously mentioned, then there is 
no idea of the two being the same; and hence, in this case, the sub- 
sequent sentence becomes an originative Injunction by itself, and not. 
having its injunctive potency set aside by another Injunction capable of 
laying down exactly the same Action ; though apparently pointing to some- 
thing else (i.e., the material dadhi), yet as this something is mentioned 
with reference to that (i.e. the Result) which by itself cannot be taken 
up for performance, it serves to distinguish this Action from the one previ- 
ously laid down. 

Thus it is that in the case of the sentence ‘dadhnéndriyukamasyu 
guhuya&t,’ inasmuch as the Action of the Homa qualified by Dadht is men- 
tioned with reference to the acquirement of sense-efficiency, the idea, 
brought abont by the sentence, of the said qualified Homa, is not set 
aside by another sentence putting forth the origination of that same 
Action. Because the Homa mentioned in the previous sentence (‘Agni- 
hotram juhuyat’) is pure and simple, while that which is mentioned in 
the sentence in question is qualified by the Dadhi ; and as such this latter 
is cognised as different from the former. That is to say, the Action 
originally laid down in the sentence ‘agnthotram juhoti’ is Homa pure 
and simple, while that in the sentence is one qualified by Dadhi, and 
hence we do not have, in this case, the “ non-difference ” spoken of above 
as the only ground for identity; and consequently the Action is con- 
cluded to be different from the previous one. 

Objection: “ The Homa qualified by Dadhi is also found to be previ- 
“ ously laid down by the sentence ‘dadhna@ juhoti’ (found in connection 
“ with the Agnihotra) ; (and as such the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakaimasya 
“ suhuyat’ cannot be taken as laying down an Action never mentioned 
“ before).”’ 

Reply: Not so; because the sentence ‘dadhnai juhoti’ is not the 
originative Injunction of any Action; because the Action, for which this 
sentence lays down an accessory material, has heen originally laid down 
by the sentence ‘agnthotram jguhott’ where it is not qualified by the 
Dadhi ; while the sentence wherein it is qualified by Dadhi (i.e., in the 
sentence ‘ dadhna juhott’) is not its originative Injunction, as has been 
fully established under the Sütra “tatsannidhérgunairthena punahe¢rutih ” 
{II-i1-16). When the originative potency of the sentence mentioning 
the Result is set aside by another originative Injunction, then alone is 
the possibility of the Action mentioned by the former being different from 
that which is laid down by the latter set aside by the said originative 
Injunction ; and this can never be done by a sentence which (like the 
sentence ‘dadhn& juhoti’) only lays down an accessory detail (for the 
previously mentioned sacrifice) ; because such a sentence never serves 
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as an originative Injunction, And the sentences in the Context 
that lay down such accessory details as the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, etc., are all related to the originntive Injunction of the 
Context, and not among themselves. Because all these accessory details 
stand in need of the original mention of an Action ; and because this ori- 
ginal mention is found in close proximity to those sentences ; while as for 
the details themselves, inasmuch as they are not related to one another, 
they would be removed from one another (by the originative Injunction). 
That is to say, inasmuch as an Action not originally laid down cannot be 
connected with any accessory details, all these details stand in need of 
the original Injunction of the Action; and there is no ground for any 
mutual relationship among the Details themselves. As for the origina- 
tive Injunction, inasmuch as it pervades through all the sentences laying 
down the accessories in connection with the Action enjoined by that In- 
junction, itis not interrupted by any foreign factor, in its relationship with 
each one of the details. As for the Accessory details on the other hand, 
inasmnch as they are ‘ parartha’ (for the sake of something else, vide 
Sutra ITI1—i—22), they are not related to one another; and consequent- 
ly when they happen to be interrupted by even a single unconnected 
element, none of them can be taken along with another. And for this 
reason, the sentence ‘ dadhnā juhoti ’ does not present itself in connection 
with the sentence ‘dudhnénidriyakamasya juhuyat.’ 'Yhis will be further 
explained under the Adhikarana “ ékasya tübhayatvë sanyoguprthakivam ” 
(IV—iii—5). 

The following might be urged here: “ The same originative 
“ Injunction (‘aynthotram juhoti’) as qualified by the Dadhi mentioned 
“in another sentence (‘ Dadhnā guhoti’), might present itself in connec- 
“ tion with the sentence ‘ Dadhnéndriyaka@masya juhuydt,’ and set aside 
‘‘ the idea of the diversity of Actions.” 

But this would be scarcely possible ; as, in that case, just as that 
Action (Agnihotra) is qualified by the Dadhi mentioned by another 
sentence, so in the same manner is it also qualified by many such 
materials as ‘ tandula,’ ‘payak’ and the like, also mentioned by other 
sentences (‘tandulairjuhoti, payadsa juhoti, etc.) occurring in the same 
Context ; and hence the Action could not be of one form (if in the Injunc- 
tion itself any signification were attached to the mention of accessories in 
other sentences), That is to say, in the originative Injunction (‘ Agni- 
hotram juhoti’) the Action is found to be pure and simple; and hence 
this cannot be recognised as the snme (as that mentioned in the sentence 
‘dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’). lf it be held that the original Injunc- 
tion is taken as qualified by the sentences laying down the accessory 
details, occurring in the same Context (f.i., the sentences ‘ dadhna juhot:’ 
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etc. ),--then, too, inasmuch as, in that case, the Action would be cognised 
as qualified, not by a single material, Dadhi, but by many such materials, 
as the fandula and the rest, the Action mentioned by the sentence 
‘ dadhnéndriyakamarya juhuyadt’ cannot be recognised as the same as that 
mentioned by the sentence ‘agnihotram guhoti’ qualified by that subsi- 
diary sentence slone which mentions the dadhi (i.e., ‘dadhna juhoti ’). 

Objection: “© Inasmuch as the sentence ‘ duahnéndriyakamasya 
“ juhuyāt’' requires the mention of the dadhi alone, even though there 
‘“ may be many such materials as the tandula and the rest, in connection 
“ with the original Action of the Aynzhotra, yet they are rejected as 
“ being not required, and as such as good as non-existing ; and conse- 
“ quently the dadhi alone of the previons Action is taken up when the 
“ same Action comes to be mentioned by the sentence in question.” 

Reply: In that case, it will come to this, that the sentence ‘dadhna 
guhoté’ would be the originative Injunction (connected with the sentence 
‘ dadhnéndriyakimasya ‘guhuyat,’ which thus would have no connection 
with the sentence ‘ agnihotrām juhoti’); and this contingency we have 
already rejected above. 

Further, in connection with the Agnihotra, dadhi is only one of ten 
alternative materials; while in the case of the sacrifice performed for 
acquiring sense-efficiency, it is the only one material to be employed. In 
the original Agnihotra, if all the ten materials, dudhi and the rest, were 
offered conjointly, then it might be admitted that the same variegated 
Action has been mentioned in the sentence in question, though only by 
the mention of only one constituent of its mixed material. As a matter 
of fact, however, the dadhi and the rest are optional alternatives; and 
hence the chance of any one of them being employed in the Agnihotra is 
as one to ten. Consequently even if the sentence in question were to refer 
back to the sentence ‘dadhn@ guhoti,’ this latter sentence would point 
only to the dadhi that is one among the ten alternatives. But the dadhi 
spoken of in connection with the ncquiring of sense-efficiency is the only 
one all-important material ; and as such the Actions cannot be recognised 
as identical (because the Action mentioned in the sentence in question 
has for its material the all-important Dadhi, while that mentioned in the 
previous sentence has ‘dadhi’ as only an alternative material). 

Nor can the sentence in quéstion be construed as ‘yad dadhnā juhot? 
tad indriyakdmasya’; because this would make the Result the object of 
the Injunction, which is absurd. The real construction of the sentence 
is this: ‘when one desires sense-efficiency he should offer the Homa of 
dadhi and dadhi alone’; and there is no doubt that no such Homa has 
been laid down anywhere else. 

Objection: “ The form of the Homa alone would be recognised as 
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“ the same; and this recognition would establish the identity of the two 
“ Actions. As for the non-recognition of the sameness of the materials, 
“that cannot be a ground for making the Actions different from one 
“another. Hence it must be admitted that what the sentence in question 
“« does is to mention the same Action as the previous Agnzhotra, with the 
“ additional mention of an accessory (Dadhz).” 

Reply : It is not so; because we have already shown above that with 
reference to an Action previously laid down, more than one accessory 
detail can never be laid down; and in accordance with what you say, 
the sentence in question would come to lay down more than the relation- 
ship (vez, that of the Material ‘ dadhi’ and the Result ‘ sense-efficiency ’). 
And hence the sentence in question laying down the relationship of the 
dadhi and the Homa, and then again that of the Homa and the Result, 
there would be a syntactical split. And for this reason you must accept 
the sentence to be a qualified Injunction. And thus it must be admitted 
that this mentions a distinct Action (as such a qualified Action has never 
been found to have been laid down by any other sentence). 

Just as when the Action laid down being the Homa alone pure and 
simple, there is an indirect implication of that which employ’ various 
indefinite materials,--and then the special mention of the dadhi restricts 
the Injunction to one substance only,—so in the same manner, though the 
Homa mentioned by the sentence ‘ dudhnéndriyakamasya, etc.’ may be 
assumed as employing ten alternative materials, laid down by ten in- 
junctive sentences independent of one another, yet the mention of 
‘dadhna’ serves to specify the one material dadhi to be particularly 
employed, setting aside the tandula and the rest. But as this specifica- 
tion of the Action with the single materin] is not mentioned by any other 
sentence except the one in question (‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya, ete.’), the 
particular result (‘ sense-efficiency’) cannot but be taken as following 
from the Homa itself; and as such the Homa mentioned by the sentence 
in question must be wholly different from that laid down by the previous 
sentence (‘ aynthotram juhoti’). 


O 


Thus then there being every reason for a doubt in connection with 
the sentences in question, we proceed af first to deal with the follow- 
ing = 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Though in the case in question, the previons sentence (‘ agnihotram 
“ juhoti’), mentioning the Action, does not make any: mention of the 
“ material, yet the sentence in question (‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’) 
“ lays down a distinct Action ; because this latter contains, t.e., distinctly 
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“ mentions, a Result (‘sense-effiviency’) ; and it is only from an Action 
“ that a Result can follow. 

“The whole of the Bhavdrthadhikurana (II—i—1-4) serves as the 
“ present Parvapaksha, Because the conclusion therein arrived at was 
“that it is only Verbs, and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the 
“ material or other accessory details), that are connected with the word 
“ speaking of the Result; and hence inasmuch as the Result is always 
‘connected with an Action, when there is a distinct Result mentioned, 
“ the sentence in question must be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“and not as only pointing out another material (dadhi) for the previ- 
“ ously-mentioned Action (Aynihotra). 

“ Because the Material having been already mentioned once, the same 
‘cannot be enjoined over again; and if you hold the sentence to lay 
“down a material that has not been already laid down, then the men- 
“tion of the Result would be altogether superfluous (as no Result can 
“ever follow from the material, dadhi). That is to say, in a case where 
“ the word speaking of the Action does not speak of a Material, we can 
“ take another sentence as laying down that material, only if either 
“that material does not happen to have been laid down already by 
“a previous sentence, or if the sentence in question is not found 
‘capable of asserting anything more than what has already been men- 
“ tioned. In the case in question, however, we find none of these condi- 
“ tions present; as the material, dadhi, has been previously laid down 
‘by another sentence (‘dadhna juhoti’); and the sentence in question 
“ mentions a Result (‘ sense-efficiency’) over and above what has heen 
“spoken of before. It is with a view to all this that the Bhashya has 
“summed up the Parvapaksha in the words: we find a distinct result 
“ mentioned in the sentence in question, and a (distinct) Result can, rightly 
“ speaking, follow from a (distinct) Action only. 


[The Vartika now proceeds to explain the words of the Pūrvapaksha 
Bhishya. | 

In the Bhadshya here we meet with the words kin drshtam ht karmanak 
phulam, This sentence appeals to be capable of a double interpreta- 
tion: (l) The subsequent sentence ‘nëti briimak, no hyetuddrishtana- 
“néna siddhyati’ embodying a sort of a disavowal of the Pirvapaksha, and as 
such affording a glimpse of the final S:ddhkanta, the question ends 
with ‘kim’; the meaning being ‘ how (is it that rightly speaking the Result 
follows from an Action) ?’—and the reply to this is drshtam hi karmanah 
phalam—because we actually see the Result following from the Action. And 
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then we have the retort, ‘nēti brūmah, etc? And in this way various 
questionings and answerings go on up to the sentence ‘ tasmännaivan- 
jātiyakeshvētad bhavati’ (2hashya, p. 159, 1. 20). 

In accordance with this interpretation, the sole question—‘ How is 
it that rightly speaking the Result follows from the Action ? ’—would 
emanate from the Siddhantin. And as this appears to be wholly uncon- 
nected (or irrelevant) immediately after the Parvapakshin has summed up 
his own declarations, we must interpret the sentence in the following 
manner :— 

(2) The Pirvapakshin having declared ‘tacca kurmano nyāyyam, the 
Siddhantin, with a view to avoid the meaninglessness of the woid 
‘t dadhi’ in the sentence in question, finds the conclusion arrived at under 
the Bhavarthadhikarana (II—i—1) to be incapable of applying to the 
case in question; and thereby finding the sentence in question wholly 
incapable of expressing (the connection between the previous Homa and 
the Result, ‘sense-efficiency’), he puts the question: ‘Do you conclude 
that the particular Result mentioned follows from the Homa, on the basis of 
an Inference from the similar case of Fveld-cultivation, where the Result is 
actually found to follow from the Action?’ Though as a matter of fact, 
Dharma has been declared to be cognisable by means of Vedic Injunctions 
alone,—and it has been shown that Infcrence and the other means of 
knowledge do not appertain to such matters,—yet the operation of these 
means of knowledge has not been denied with regard to the considera- 
tion of the bearings of the Vedic texts; and as such there could be 
nothing objectionable in the introducing of an Inference, in connection 
with the consideration of the meaning of the Vedic sentence in ques- 
tion. 

In reply to the above question of the Siddhantin, the Pirrapakshin 
having his mind imbued with the Bhdvarthadiikarana retorts thus : 
“ Do not you taunt me with having been forced to bring forward an 
“ Inference, by the fact of the incapability of the words themselves, of 
“ directly expressing what is held by us; because, as a matter of fact, 
“ when we have words directly supporting our view, it is not an Inference 
“ that we put forward in the sentence ‘dyrshtam hi karmano nydyyam.’ 
“ Specially as such an Inference from similar cases does not support 
“ our standpoint; as such an Inference is beset with many such fallacies as 
“t asiddha’ (the probans being unknown or not universally accepted), 
“ ‘Anaikanttke’ (doubtful character of the Premises), ‘ viruddha’ (premises 
“ proving the contrary conclusion), and so forth. 

“ For instance, if the inferential argument put forward be in the 
“ form—‘ the Homa brings the result, as it is actually seen to bring about 
“ the Result,’—then, inasmuch as the premises (bringing forward of the 
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“ Result) form part of the conclusion, it is wholly incapable of right- 
“ ly leading to the said conclusion. If again, the premises were in the 
« form—* because the actions of Field-cultivation and the like are found to 
“ bring about Results, ’—then in that case the premises would not speak 
‘© of the Probans as having any connection with the Minor Term (Homa) 
“ [and as such the conclusion would not be a legitimate one]. 

“Tf it be urged that—‘even though the Probans is not connected 
“ with the Minor erm, yet we could deduce the conclusion, simply 
“ because we wish it to follow from the premises,’—-then, in that case, 
“the premises could, equally legitimately, be taken as lending to the con- 
“ clusion that the Result follows from the Material ( Dadhi) 

“It might be urged that—‘ we could deduce our conclusion from a 
“ similarity with well-known cases (such as those of Field-cultivation and 
e the like), which similarity is found to exist between the Actions of 
“ Oultivation and Homa, in the fact of both being actions, and not between 
“the Oultévation apd the Material; because this latter is not an Action. 
e But there is certainly some sort of a similarity between Oultivution 
“and the Material also; and if you deny this similarity, in the case in 
“ question, simply because of the nearer similarities of other things 
‘ (with Cultivation ),—then, inasmuch as there are things which have a 
© much closer similarity with Cultivation, than the Homa has, we could, 
“on this very ground, set aside this similarity also; this is what is meant 
“by the Bhashya—the Homa is also dissimilar;—that is to say, because it 
‘6 differs from Cultivation in its Means, Form und Result. The sentence 
e of the Bhashya—‘atha kincit sddrgyam grhyaté taddravyusyāpi sada- 
“ nityum’—shows what we have just explained ; that is to say, the Mate- 
“ riul also has some sort of a similarity with Cultivation, in that both are 
“ ephemeral, are connected with substances and are effects. 

“ It might be argued that - ‘thére are other things more similar to 
“the Cultivution than the Material ; aud as sémilarity is always compara- 
“ tively relative, when we are looking for something very similar, that 
‘“ which is only slightly similar is as good as not similar at all ; and hence 
« when we are looking out for the common character of Action as inher- 
“ing in the Cultivation and in Homa, the similarity of the transient 
“ character, etc., of the Material becomes far removed; and as such it is 
“ taken as dissimilar.’ 

“ But in that case, inasmuch as we find many other Actions, such as 
“ Hating and the like, which have a still closer similarity with Cultiva- 
“ tion (than the Homa), as these Actions (like Qultivution) bring about 
“ visible results (which the Homa does not do);—1:m view of this 
“ much closer similarity between Hating und Cultivation, that between 
“ Cultivation and the Homa may be rejected as being as good as non- 
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existent. And as such, this similarity could not serve as the means of 
getting at the desired conclusion. 

“ This has also been declared elsewhere, in the following words: 
We do not find any absolute similarity between Oultivatcon and the 
Homa; and as for the presence of a slight similarity, this is found in 
the Material also; and as such the fact cannot be ascertained (on the 
sole ground of similarity). 

“The Bhdshya has said—na caitat siddham, ‘The sense of this is 
that, by the mere citing of an analogous instance, or by the inference of 
mere similarity, itis not right to conclude all the properties of one 
thing to belong to another, until we have actually found an invariable 
concomitauce between the two factors. As otherwise, all things in the 
world would become one and the same (as there is some sort of a simi- 
larity among all things). And the Bhashya has already said (under 
Sitra I—i--2) that, because Dévadatta is black, it does not necessarily 
follow that Yajfiadatta is also black. For though the Guvuya is similar 
to the Cow, yet we do not find the presence of the Dewlap, etc., in the 
former; and though the subsidiary sacrifices are laid down as to be 
similur to the Primary, there are certain elements of the latter—such 
as the Result and the like—that are not found to be present in the 
former. 

‘Says the Bhashyu— When u certain thing has been found to be a cause, 
in connection with un already known object,—i.e., with that which is cited 
as the Instunce in connection with the Inference,—if the same thiug 
huppens to be coynised us the cuuse, in connection with the subject- of the 
Inference, then, tn thut case, such a thing proves the conclusion. 

“ Some people take this declaration of the Bhdshya to mean that in 
all cases of Inference, it is only the Cause that can rightly point to the 
effect (and vice versa). But this interpretation of the Lhdshya is not 
correct ; because we actually find such properties as ‘ krtukatva’ (that 
of being a product) leading to the conclusion of ‘anityatva’ (imper- 
manence), in which case there is no relation of cause and effect. And 
even between the cause and the effect, the cause does not serve the 
purpose of pointing out a particular effect, in the same way as the effect 
points to the cause; because there are many effects of a single cause; 
and as such there is always a chance of mistake in the former case. 
Therefore it must be admitted that what the Bhashya means is that, 
in all cases of Inference, when a certain characteristic has been found 
to be present in.(t.e., concomitant with) a well-known object, and as 


“ such to indicate the existence of this latter, then such a characteristic 
“ (serving as the Probans of the Inference) comes to be recognised as 
“serving the purposes of indicating (the existence of the subject of the 
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“ Inference). This has been fully explained under the Hétvadhika- 
rana. (I, ii, 26—30.) 


“This is what is made clearer by the Bhashya in the sentence—I¢ 


‘* should be duly considered whether the similarity even though existing, does, 
“ or does not, lead to the desired conclusion. And if on th.s examination, 


it is found that the similarity is such a cause, and as such points to the 
desired effect, then the form of the argument would be—‘In the 
sentence, dadhnéndriyakdmasya, etc., that which is the Action brings 
about the Result, because it is an Action, hike Cultivation,’ or that 
‘the Result mentioned is to be brought by an Action, because it is a 
Result, like the growing of corns.’ 

“The Bhashya puts forth another syllogism—that which is an Action 
has a distinct Result, etc. Aud this serves to present a counter-argument 
that makes the efficiency of tho previous arguments doubtful. As the 
Bhashya proceeds to explain that there are cases where, even after the 
Action of Substances—that of the threads for instance—has ceased, we 
find certain distinct results in the shape of another substance—the cloth 
—following (not from the Action but) from the conjunction of those 
substances (the threads). The mention of the cessation of Action is 
meant to show that Results are brought about even apart from 
Actions. 

“ It might be argued that—‘It may happen that in some cases the 
Result may be bronght about by means of Actions.’ And in reply to 
this the Bhashya has indicated a counter-argument,—that in the 
sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya, etc.’ the Dadhi brings about the Result 
because it is a substance, like the aforesaid threads; or that sense- 
efficiency is brought about by substances, because it is a Result (or 
effect), like the aforesaid Oloth, 

“ Says the Bhashya—the Oultivation is not found to bring forth an im- 
perceptible Result. This shows the contradictory character of the 
inferential argument in question. The sense is that it may be that your 
premiss based upon similarity (‘ because Homa is an action like Oultiva- 


' tion’) proves the fact of the Action bringing about the Result, or that 


of the Result being brought about by the Action; but it would also 
prove the fact of the Homa bringing about a visible result, or a result 
in some such form as the growth of the corn and the like (and certainly 
this would be far from desirable, even for you). 

“Thus, then, inasmuch as we have all these discrepancies cropping 
up, if we accept the aforesaid causal relation, it does not follow that 
because a certain thing is seen in one case, it must be present in 


` another place also. 


““ At this point of the discussion, the Stddhantin might retort— 
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“ When you yourself have set aside the inference that the Result follows 
“ the Action, how is it that you hold to the position that rightly speaking, 
“ the Result follows from ine Homa ?’ 

“ [This retort, as put in the Bhashya, may be taken as extending as 
e far as ‘tt: ’. 

“ But we have the following rejoinder ready: That the Result fol- 
‘lows from the Homa is cognised directly from the words themselves (of 
“ the sentence in question); as has already been shown in detail under 
“ tho Bhavairthadhtkarana (II—i—1). Therefore we conclude that the only 
" rightful conclusion is that the Result follows from the Homa. 

“ The Bhashya adds—and it is not right to say that the Result follows 
“ from the Material Dadhi; and the purpose of this apparently useless 
“ repetition of a fact already implied in the previous sentence is simply 
“to show that the two theories are not equally authoritative; as the 
“ previous sentence might leave an impression that both might be right- 
“ ful conclusions. 

“ And further, the Dadhi is not capable of doing both (t.e., the accom- 
“ plishing of the Homa and the bringing about of sense-efficiency). 
“ Because the Dadhi has no instrumentality of its own (towards the bring- 
“ ing about of the Result), apart from an Action; and as such, it could 
“not, by itself, be connected with any Result. Consequently then (if 
“ the Dadhi had such an instrumentality) it would be necessary to dis- 
“ tinctly lay it down as accomplishing both (the Homa and the Result) ; 
“ but no such laying down is possible. i 

“ It might be urged that a double purpose could be served by the 
“ Dadhi (without two distinct Injunctions) ; just as we find that the act of 
“ washing the blanket with the feet serves the double purpose of wash- 
“ ing the blanket and cleansing the feet ; this argument may be taken as 
urged, either with a view to show the fact of the connection of an 
Action being only something by the way (and very immaterial), or to 
set aside the fact of the incapability of substances (to bring about 
“ double results); because the opponent’s assertion that the Dadhi is not 
“ capable of doing both—is found to distinctly speak of the incapability 
“ of a substance, Dadhi). 

“ The reply to this is that we do not mean to say that a single 
“ substance cannot serve two purposes. That is to say, we do not mean 
“to deny the capability of Substances ; all that we mean is that even 
“though the Substance (Dadhi) were capable (of serving two purposes), 
“it could not be utilised as such, in performance, unless it had been dis- 
“ tinctly enjoined (as to be so utilised); and consequently, it would 
“ become necessary for you to take the sentence in question as laying 
“ down the Dadhi, both for the fulfilment of the Homa and for the accom- 
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“ plishment of the Result—‘ sense-efficiency.’ But this would not be 
“ possible, as such a procedure would entail a syntactical split. 

‘Then again, in all cases, we find that itis only when the factor (of 
“ the root-meaning), which is more proximate (to the Injunctive word), 
“is not capable of being taken as the object of Injunction, that we accept 
“ the remoter factor (of the material) to be its object. In the case in ques- 
“tion, we find that the connection of the Dadhi with the Homa is very 
“ much more proximate than that of the Dadhi with the Result; and as 
‘anch if both these connections were laid down simultaneously, we would 
“have to accept, at one and the same time. both the probable and the 
“ improbable. And hence when it becomes necessary to give up one of 
“ the two, there remains no chance for your theory (because that would 
“ mean the acceptance of the Remoter, and the rejection of the Nenrer, 
“ factor); and hence, on account of close proximity, we come to connect 
“ the Dadhi with the Homa, and the Homa with the Result, 

‘And thus, the Action (mentioned in the sentence dadhnéndriya- 
“ kamasya juhuyat) being found to be connected with the Action (of 
“ Homa), the sentence in question cannot but be taken as laying down a 
“ distinct Action.” 


meee f) Geer 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stra (26): The two sentences not being exactly similar, 
the second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the previously-mentioned Action. 


The sentence in question is not similar to those with reference to 
which it has been concluded, under the Bhāvārthādhikaraņa (1I—i—1), 
that the Result fellows from that which is expressed by the Root. 
Because so long as the potency of the Injunctive has not been removed 
from that which is expressed by the verbal root, whatever Result is men- 
tioned is taken as pertaining to that Root-meaning ; when, however, the 
potency of the Injunctive is transferred to the Accessory, if a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then, inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Accessory, it is along with that 
necessory that the Result comes to be taken. 

That is to say, the Injunctiveness, in reality residing in the Bhavana, 
is transferred from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to be recognised as helping that Bhavana. And at the time that 
the Injunctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, gets at the 
Bhavana with a particular result,—it is the Root-meaning that is made 
the Instrument (of its accomplishment); and everything else becomes 
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subservient to that Root-meaning. This (fact of the Injunctiveness 
pertaining to the Root-meaning) is found to be the case, in connection 
with the sentence ‘agninotram juhuyft svargakāmah’, where the name 
(‘ Agnthotrva’) is incapable of wresting, for itself, the operation of the 
Injunctive. On the other hand, in the case of the sentence in question 
(‘ dadhnéndriyakadmusya juhuyat’), the word ‘dadhi’ has got none of the 
various characteristics of a Namadhéya (Name of a Sacrifice) (as detailed 
in the Fourth Pdda of the First Adhyfiya) ; and hence it must be taken as 
something enjoined ; and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive opera- 
tion that had been pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the 
Bhavani in question, affected by its contact with the Daudhi, comes to 
stand in need of a reference (to a previons Action) by means of the Root- 
meaning in the sentence ; and consequently, when we find a Result men- 
tioned, we at once conclude this Result to be something to be brought 
about by the instrumentnlity of the Dudhi, and not by that of the Hom 
(expressed by the Root-meaning of ‘ juhuyat’) ; specially because those 
that are not enjoined can never be accepted to have the character of 
the Instrument; and when we have accepted a certain other thing to 
be the object of the Injunction, we can never take the sentence as laying 
down that from which the Injunctive operation has been wrested, as we 
have already shewn ahove (under Sūtra I1—ii—16). Just as on account 
of the Injunctive operation being wrested by the Dadhi we deny the fact 
of the sentence enjoining the Homa, so, in the same manner, on account 
of the presence of the word mentioning the Result, we cannot take the 
sentence as enjoining the dadhi with reference to the Homa (because of 
the chance of syntactical split, ete., etc.) ; hence what we hold is that the 
sentence enjoins the Dadhi with reference to the Bhavana; and as such, it 
must be admitted that the Result follows,from the Dadhi. 

Question (Bhitshya): “ In the sentence in question, which is the word 
“ that denotes the exertion of a personal agent? The sense of this question 
“is that the words ‘ dadhi’ (denoting the material) and ‘ indriyakamacya ’ 
“ (denoting the Result) not serving the purpose of expressing the Bhavana, 
“ they cannot directly form the objects of the Injunction ; and as such 
“ we would look out for a verbal affix (that would express the Bhavana 
“or the personal exertion, and afford the object of the Injunction); and 
“ then, in accordance with the Sutra II—i—4, it becomes impossible to 
“entirely reject the Root-meaning (because the presence of the affix 
“ would be impossible without a verbal root); and consequently, the 
“ Result must be admitted to follow from that Root-meaning.” 

The reply given to this is by a single word ‘juhnyat’; that is to say, 
the word expressing human exertion is ‘ juhuya@t,’ wherein the Siddhanti 
separates the Affix from the Root, the former serving the purpose of 
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expressing the object of Injunction, while the latter serves only as a 
reference (to a previously mentioned Action). 

Objection :— But the word ‘ juhuyGt’ directly denotes something con- 
“ nected with Homa, while it would be by means of the indirect method 
“ of syntactical connection that it would indicate the connection of Dadhi. 
“ This passage of the Bhashya serves to clear up the position of the 
“opponent. As Auman exertion too is said to consist of the Bhavana as 
“ connected with the Injunction (the word ‘juhuyat’ cannot be said to be 
“ expressive of that exertion).” 

The reply to this is that thongh, in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at under the Bhavarthadhikarana, what you say has been found 
to be the case, on account of the stronger authority of Direct Assertion, 
in regard to other sentences,—yet, in the case in question, those who 
world admit your theory would be all the more contradicting Direct Asser- 
tion. Because in your theory, (1) you would have to admit many 
objects of Injunction, while it is quite possible for very httle to be its 
object; (2) it would be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indica- 
cation ; (3) or else, there would be a total rejection of the word (‘dadhi’). 

That is to say, (1) in all cases, it is a well-established law that when 
it is possible for a smaller number of things to form the object of an 
Injunction, it always rejects a larger number. Secondly, according to 
you, the Homa being the instrument in the accomplishment of the Bha- 
van of the Result, the meaning of the sentence would be ‘ bhdvayét in- 
driyam hoména’; and thus the Homa would come on an equal footing 
with Dadhi, which is distinctly mentioned as the instrument (by the word 
‘dadhn&’) ; and thus both the Homa and Dadhi having the same instru- 
mental character, no direct relationship between them would be possible ; 
and as such it would be absolutely necessary for us to have recourse to 
Possessive Indication, taking the word ‘ dadhna@’ as = ‘ dadhimata’,—the 
sentence thus coming to mean ‘ dadhimata hoména indriyam bhavayét’ ;— 
and there is absolutely no ground for this Possessive Indication. Thirdly, 
inasmuch as the word ‘dadhi’ fulfils none of the conditions of a Namu- 
dhéya, it cannot be taken as one ; and thus the word ‘ dadhi’, falling from 
the position of a Namadhéya as well as from that of the Instrument, be- 
comes altogether useless ; conseqnently for the sake of the property of a 
word, in the shape of its proaimity (whereby the root signifying the Homa 
is taken as the object laid down by the Injunctive affix, appearing in the 
same word ),—you come to reject the word (‘dadhi’) itself ; and certainly 
this entails a greater contradiction of Direct Assertion than that involved 
in our theory. If, however, the sentence be taken as laying down the 
Dadhi as the Instrument in the accomplishment of the Bhavana of the 
Resnilt, then there is no rejection of any word (or its property). 
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It is argued—“ That way of takiny the sentence would set aside the 
word ‘ juhoti. ”’ 

The reply to this is that in any case it would be absolutely necessary 
to use the word ‘juhttyat’, (and as such the root ‘juhoti’ would not be 
rejected). Because there could be no connection between the Dudhi and 
sense-efficiency, uuless there was an affix expressing the Bhavana ; and no 
affix could he present, except along with a verbal root. 

That is to say, it is absolutely necessary to pronounce the Affix, for 
the purpose of laying down the Bhavana qualified by Dadhi and Sense- 
efficiency ; and as the affix can never be pronounced by itself, and as it 
is absolutely impossible for an affix to be present apart from a verbal 
root, it must always be used in the wake of a root; and thus when it 
comes to the using of some such root or other, the particular root that 
comes to be admitted is that which expresses the Homa, inasmuch 
as this is pointed out by the Context. And as for the relationship of this 
Homa with Dadhi, it would only be in the form of the relationship 
between the basis and the based (container and the contained),—which 
relationship also would only be referred to in the sentence in question, as 
it has already been previously mentioned in the sentence ‘ dadhna juhotz ’. 

In the case of the sentence ‘graham sammarsh{i’, it has been shown 
that the case-ending (in graham) does not serve the only purpose of ex- 
pressing the singular number; as the only purpose served by such an 
ending is the mere fact of the word being an active noun; but when- 
ever it is uttered, is has to be uttered along with a certain number which 
is its invariable concomitant ; and thus even though no real significance is 
meant to be attached to this number, yet the word signifies it all the 
same. In the same manner, in the casein question, even though the Root 
may be used only for the sake of making possible the use of the Affix, 
yet, on account of the powerful character of the relationship (between 
the Root and the Affix), it could not but signify its own meaning, even 
though no real significance might be meant to be attached to it. Hence 
(in order to meet the objection that our theory would mean the rejection of 
the Root as useless) we must insist upon the fact that the signification of 
its own meaning is not the only purpose that can be served by the Root, 

Objection: “ Nanu ucyamāne’'pi, etc. That is to say, even though 
“ pronounced only for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
“ possible, yet the Root must express its own meaning also; and there 
“is no reason why no significance should be attached to it—as to the 
“ singleness of the vessel in the sentence above cited ; consequently, inas- 
“much as it is absolutely impossible to express mere ‘karoti’ (a generic 
“ verb, simply affording room for the presence of the affix), what you say 
“ig most unreasonable.” 
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Reply: That does not touch our position; because even when there 
is a connection between the Dadhi and the Homa, the sense of ‘karoti’ 
is not absent (i.e, it is present along with the ‘ Homa’); and our pui- 
pose is served by that much also of its presence (i.¢., the utterance of the 
Rovt ceases to be useless even if it expresses only that much) ; specially as 
the peculiarity attaching to the ‘ kuroti ’ (by its connection or combination 
with ‘ Homa’) does not militate against any of our theories; as that 
peculiarity might serve to specify the Bhdvand ina manner other than 
that of the Instrument. 

Objection : “ In thut case, there is the sume discrepuncy ; that is to say, 
‘when the ‘Homa’ is not set aside (but is admitted to the present), 
‘then it wonld make itself obvious as the Insfrument.” 

The reply given by the Siddhantiis that itis the frequent repetition 
of the word * juhuydt’ in the context, in many other sentences (‘ aynthotrum 
juhuyat’, *dadhna juhuyat’, and so forth), that leads you to believe, 
wrongly, that Homa is the Instrument. Because when we come to look 
into the matter closely, we find that in the case in question, though, on 
account of the proximity (of the Root-meaning with the Injunctive Affix), 
the Huma might appear to have the character of the Objective (of the 
Bhavana), yet being (on account of its not being something in itself desir- 
able for the agent) found to be incapable of that character, it is removed 
from that position; and in the same manner, in consideration of the 
presence of the word ‘ dudhi’ (which has the Instrumental cnding, and 
is not capable of being taken as anything else), the ‘Homa’ could not 
but be denied the character of the Instiument also; aud just as in the 
former case the Homa is coznized only as qualifying the Bhavana, through 
another «/ement of it, so, in the case in question also, it would qualify it 
by serving as the basis or substratum for the (oporation of the) material 
‘dadhi’. It is with reference to this that the author of the Vrtti has 
declared--‘ The Result would be brought about by the material as bused upon 
the Homa.’ 

Question: “Is this relationship of the basis and the based (held 
‘to exist between the Dadhi nnd the Homa) something distinct, or non- 
“ different, from the three factors of the Bhavand, viz.: the Objective, the 
“ Instrument, and the Method of Procedure?” 

To this some people make the following reply : ‘It is wholly distinet 
‘from those; because just as in other cases, the Bhāvanā is cognised as 
‘standing in need of the snid three factors, so, in the case in question, the 
‘ Bhavana, being qualified by a distinct material, stands in need of the 
‘fourth factor. That is tosay, in a case where the Bhdvand enjoined is 
‘one in which the Root-meaning serves as the Instrument, all its require- 
‘ments are supplied by the three factors ; in such cases, however, where a 
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‘certain material is distinctly laid down as the Instrument,—so that it is 
‘only in the character of the Instrument, and not in that of a disinterested 
‘onlooker, that the said material could help to accomplish the Result,— 
‘inasmuch as it could not have the real character of the Instrument until 
‘it helped to bring about that which is expressed by the Root, there 
‘naturally arises a fourth uced for the Bhavana, ns to the exact character 
‘of this something expressed by the Root. by bringing abont which the 
‘ Instrumental Material would accomplish the Result. And that some- 
‘thing expressed by the Root which would be the object brought about 
‘by it is spoken of as the basis or substrate of the Material, as it is by the 
‘help of that that the truc Instrumental character of this latter is attain- 
‘ed. Thus then, the sentence in question itself being wholly given to the 
‘mention of the relationship between the Material and the Result, and 
‘being itself incapable of affording the required basis, on account of the 
‘chance of a syntactical split,—we are led by the Context to the conclusion 
‘that the Agnihotra Homa is the basis required (for the operation of Dadhz). 
‘ And being thus got at, the Homa is only referred to by the Root (in puhu- 
‘yat), which is used for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
‘ possible, and which as such, forms a necessary feature of the Injunction ; 
‘ just as in the case of the use of the word dlabhéta, we accept the fact of its 
‘being a reference to a previously mentioned action of G@lambhunu (i.e. 11 
‘the case in question, we accept the Root to serve the purpose of referring 
‘ to the previous Homa) ; and hence, in accordance with the law—that when 
‘the Aptirva follows from a single cause, everything else ts subservient to that 
‘ cause—, we come to take the Root-meaning as helping that which is 
‘expressed by the noun (Dadhi). 

But, as a matter of fact, we cum very reasonably deny the fact of there 
being any need of a fourth factor, in the casein question. Because all that 
we find is that it is ovly the need for the Instrumental factor that has been 
extended a little further: that is to say, by means of the Root-meaning 
the Bhavana is nccomplished more quickly than is done by means of the 
Material—inasmuch as the Instrumental character of this latter is accom- 
plished only after the connection of the Action (expressed by the Root) 
has been established. (And thus all that is done in the case in question 
is that that functioning of the Instrument is removed one step); and 
consequently there are only three factors needed by the Bhavana. 

Thus then, the Materia! being taken as having its Instrumentality 
accomplished through the Homa, and as leading to a distinct Result, there 
arises a question as to the Method to be employed ; and this is answered 
by the Method of Procedure employed in connection with the previ- 
ously mentioned Agnihotva. It is this what is meant by the Bhashya— 
anayW gnihotrétikartavyatay@ —which only serves to point out the said fact, 
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— after the conclusion of the present. Adhikarana itself has been arrived 
at, --which really forms the subject of the ‘ Sansthadhikarana’ (Sutras 
III, vi, 41—47). 

Some people take this sentence of the Bhāshyu to mean that the 
Agnihotra itself is the required method. But this is not correct; because 
the Method is something wholly distinct from the Instrument, and the 
Homa (constituting the Agnihotru) has been shown to be non-different 
from the Instrumental factor (of the Bhavana). Consequently we con- 
clude that what is meant by the expression ‘ agnihotrétikartavyata ` is the 
aggregate of such actions as the preparing of the Fire, and so forth (that 
are performed during the Agnihotra). 

Objection: “ How is this? That is to say, how is it that that which 
“as not signified by the, Root (i.e. the Dadhi) is connected with the 
e Method ? ” 

Reply : Phalusiidhanasyu dadhnuk, That is to say, just as m your 
case, it is only on acconnt of its being the Instrument (in the accomplish- 
ment of the Result) that the Homa (expressed by the Root) comes to 
be helped by the Methed,—sv, in our case also, it is on account of the very 
same reason (that of being the means of accomplishing the Result) that 
the Dadhi becomes connected with (and helped by) the said Method. 

There are two other arguments bronght forward by the Bhashya :— 
(L) because of the proximity of this Method (of the Agnihotra‘, and (2) 
because we find the denotation of the root ‘juhoti’ present us a feature of the 
Injunction. But none of these arguments appear to be quite proper; 
because as for the former, it entails an acceptance of * sa mānavidhānatvu * 
(the fact of the equality of Injunction), which is distinctly denied under 
the Sansthadhikaruna (III, vi, 41-—47); while as for the latter, inasmuch 
it only brings forward the law of Atidega, it is wholly irrelevant. And 
further, if the requisite relationship is accomplished by mere progimity, 
what would be the nse of the presence of the said feature of Injunction? 
And conversely, if the presence of this feature were the reason for the 
relationship, there could be absolutely no use for the mention of ‘ proxi- 
mity’; because that reason would apply equally to one that is at a dis- 
tance (and not in proximity ). 

In view of these objections we must explain the said expressions of 
the Bhaishya as follows:—(1) Becanse the said Method is made closely 
proximate by means of the particular Homa, which is found to be most 
helped by that Method; and (2) becanse we find the Root-meaning of 
‘guhoti’ which is u feature of the Injunction, and which affords a ground for 
Atidegu. 

And becanse the Root-meaning of ‘juhoti, appearing through the 
Context only, as a feature of the Injunction, is only referred to (in the sen- 
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tence in questiou),—therefore the Affix (in ‘ juhuyāt’) cannot be taken as 
enjoining cither the appearance of that Action (of Homa), or the Result 
as following from it, 

Question: “ By what has the Homa been previously mentioned, to which 
“ Homa the ‘ juhuyat’ in question would be a reference ?”’ 

Answer: You donot certainly mean to say that there is no other sentence 
laying down the Homa. 

Some people explain this last sentence of the Bhashyu differently, as 
meaning that it is not the case that apart from the ‘ sense-efficiency ’ 
brought about by ‘ Dadhz’ there are no results, in the shape of Heaven 
and the like, following from the Homa of the Agnihotra ; because such a 
result, in the shape of Heaven at least, is mentioned in the very sentence 
that lays down the Agnihotra itself (‘agnihotram juhuyāt svargakamah’). 

But inasmuch as this interpretation would represent the Bhdashyu 
as saying something wholly unconnected with the question put forward, 
and as such being wholly irrelevant,—we must accept the former explana- 
tion as being the more reasonable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not different from the previous Agnihotra; all that the 
sentence does is to declare that if Dadhi is employed at the Action, ‘ sense- 
efficiency ’ is the result that follows,—bhy the help of Homa (which serves 
to make possible the use of the Dadhi). Or, the sentence may be taken 
as declaring that the Result follows, neither from the Dadhi nor from 
the Homa, but from the connection of the Dudhi and the Homa,—and the 
words ‘dadhi’ and ‘homa’ only serve the purpose of expressing that 
connection ;—(1) because for reasons already given, the word ‘dadhi’ 
cannot be said to have been wrongly inserted; and (2) because the 
Result could not follow from the Dadhi alone by itself. 

In this case, however, in accordance with a rule explained above, the 
sentence that has previously mentioned the relationship of the Homa and 
the Dadhi (wiz., the sentence ‘dadhna juhoti') not being capable of being 
taken along with the sentence in question (‘ dadhnéndriyakadmasya juhu- 
yat’),—-the said relationship of the Dadhi and the Homa cannot be taken 
as accomplished (for this latter sentence); and hence this relationship 
not being capable of being taken as poiuted out by the Context, we must 
conclude that itis the sentence in question itself that establishes that 
relationship ; and then lays down the Injunction of that relationship, in 
reference to the particular Result; nnd thus the sentence containing the 
[Injunction of more than one thing, there is a distinct syntactical split. 

For these reasons we conclude that the former interpretation—that 
the result follows from Dadhi—is the only correct one. The final sum- 
ming up (inthe Bhdsaya) also is in keeping with that interpretation : it 
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being in the form —therefore we conclude that the result follows from the 
Dadhé as connected with the homa, And hence the sentence ‘atha vā, etc.’ 
must be taken only as pointing another possible alternative. 

Some people, however, declare as follows: ‘It is one and the same 
‘ view—that the result follows from the Dadhi—that is put forward from 
‘beginning to end, with all the arguments in its favour (and there is no 
‘mention of any alternative) ; and hence the proper reading of the Bhas- 
‘hya is—dadhicabdasya vivakshitatvdt, and the words atha va afford a 
‘ wrong reading’. 

But this assertion—that the alternative explanation is not possible 
and that the reading is wrong—can be refuted in the following manner : 
As soon as we construe the sentence in question as that ‘for one desiring 
sense-efficiency, the result should be accomplished by means of Dadhi ’. 
we at once become cognisant of the fact that the Result follows from 
the Dadhi as the Instrumental means; and this instrumental charac- 
ter, not being otherwise possible, points to its connection with some sort 
of an action ; and as the relationship of the agent and the Action is always 
in the form of a potency, the said connection is included in the Instru- 
mental ending; and then, inasmuch as that which is denoted by the 
affix is the principal factor in the sentence, what the sentence comes to do 
finally is that it lays down, for the sake of the Result, the connection of 
that of which what is expressed by the basic noun (‘dadhi’) is the subor- 
dinate element. And when that connection has been laid down, then. 
as before, the Context serves to point to a particular Action, in the shape 
of the Homa. And, then, in accordance with the law regulating the relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity, the connection of the Result with the 
relationship of the Action and the Agent having been brought about, there 
arises a question as to the character of the particular Agent of Action ; and 
hence, for the purpose of establishing the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualifed (between the Dadhi and the Homa), the Homa is 
brought up by the Context. And hence it is that the Bhāshya speaks of 
the connection between the Dadhi and the Homa being laid down for the sake 
of the Result. 

Thus: then, the reading ‘atha vi’ is found to be quite correct ; 
though the conclusion and the final summing up are those of the former 
interpretation. Or even these might be taken as those of the latter inter- 
pretation; as in that case also, inasmuch as what is mentioned is the 
Dudht as connected, this connection is that of which the Dadhi is the 
subordinate element; and as such there would be no incongruousness 
mm this. 

Objection : “ In the case of the sentence in question (if it be taken as 
“ laying down the Result as following from the Material), the Injunction 
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“ would involve the functioning of two words—‘ dadhna@’ and ‘tndrtyaka- 
“ masya’ ; and this would give rise to a syntactical split ’’. 

Reply : This is no argument against us; because the mere fact of a 
sentence expressing various relationships does not bring about a syntactical 
split ; it is only when the potency of the Injunction itself is manifold, that 
we have that split; and as a matter of fact, we have no such manifold 
potency of the Injunction in the case in question. That is to say, it is 
quite possible for many things to be connected together by means of a 
single sentence; and in this fact alone, there is no split of the sentence. 
Because it has been distinctly pointed out that it is only the multifarious- 
ness of the Injunction itself that brings about a syntactical split. There 
is no such multifariousness in the case in question ; because the Result is 
not an object of Injunction, The construction of the sentence thus comes 
to be this: the accomplishment of sense-efficcencvy (this being a mere reference 
and not an Injunction) ¿s to be brought about by means of Dudhi. As a 
rule, when a person desires something, he exerts himself to its attain- 
ment; and hence for the acquiring of such a desirable thing as sense- 
efficiency, the person would exert himself naturally (withont any Injune- 
tion from outside) ; and hence what the Injunctive affix in question 
does is to lay down the Bhivand with its Instrumental factor, with refer- 
ence to the same Bhavani as endowed with the objective factor (i.e, the 
Result) ; and thus the object of Injunction being one only in the shape of the 
Instrument (as the Result is only referred to),-—there is no syntactical split. 

Consequently, we conclude that for the sake of making the word 
‘dadhi’ serve a useful purpose, the sentence must be taken as laying 
down the Result as following from the Material Dadhi, and not as laying 
down a distinct Action. 


LANLA ee ee ee ee eee 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
(The Varuvantiya, etc., are distinct Actions. | 


Satie (27):—When the sentences are similar (the Results) 
would be connected with distinct Actions. 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adiu- 
ka rana. 

The subject of the Adhkikarana is thus shown: (1) we have the sen- 
tence--‘ trivrdagnishtudagnishtomak, tasya vāyavyāsu ekavingamagnish- 
tamasama krtvā brakmavarcasukamé yajéta’; and then in continuation of 
this Agnishtut sacrifice, we have the sentence ‘ vdravantiyamaynishfomua- 
sma karyam,’ which lays down an accessory (in the shape of the v@ravan- 
tiya); and then we come to the sentence, (2) ‘ etusyaiva révatishu varavantiyu- 
magnishtomusima krtva pagukamé hyéténa yajéta’. [The difference between 
the bearing of the two sentences being that when the Vdravantiya is 
sung in connection with the Va@yavya verses then the result is in the shape 
of ‘ Brahmic glory’, while when the same is sung in connection with the 
Révati verses, the Result is in the shape of ‘ Cattle.’ ] 

Here too, we have, as before, the following doubt:—Does this last 
sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down in the 
previous sentence, as qualifed by a distinct material (in the shape of the 
Varavantiya in connection with the Révati verses) ? Or, does it only serve 
to lay down this distinct material only, with reference to the same Action, 
just as in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana ? 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In view of the reasons detailed, and the conclusion arrived at, in the 
“ foregoing Adhikarana, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
“gerves only to lay down the Result as following from a purticular acces- 
“sory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). Because, as 
"a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive potency of the sentence is 
“taken up by the connection between the Ravati and the Varavantiya: 
“and then we find a Result mentioned along with this Injunction: 
“consequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the Sacrifice (as 
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“that would entail a dual functioning of the Injunction, thereby leading 
“to syntactical split). And as for the connection between the Révati 
“and the Varavantiya, this would be brought abont, without a repetition 
“of the Injunctive affix, by the word ‘kriv@’ which is mentioned dis- 
“tinctly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said syntac- 
“tical split). 

“That is to say, it might be argued that—* inasmuch as the sen- 
‘tence involves the Injunction of the appearance of the connection 
“between /évati and the Varavantiya, and then an Injunction also of that 
“ Connection with reference to the Result, there would be a repetition of 
“the Injunctive affix, which would give rise to a syntactical split’. But 
“ this reasoning would be scarcely valid; because the Vedic sentence itself 
“enjoins only the Result,—the fact being that the said connection having 
“been established by the clause ‘ révatishu vdravantiyum krtvā’, what 
‘the Injunctive affix following after the root ‘yajz’ (in ‘yajéta’) does 
‘is to lay down only the relationship (causal) of that Connection with the 
“particular result. And thus there is no chance of the anomaly result- 
‘ing from a repetition of the Injunctive affix. 

“Then too, inasmuch as the ‘ Révatz verses” are spoken of as the 
“substrate or basis (of the Sama), they are distinctly subordinate in 
“their character ; and hence it is the Varavanfiya sma which, on account 
“of its predominant character, comes to be enjoined with veference to 
“the Result. 

“That is to say, in the sentence in question, on account of the 
“ mention of an Accessory, the potency of the Injunctive, being removed 
“from that which is expressed by the Verhal root (‘yuji’), serves to lay 
‘down that accessory, for the sake of the particular result; and as such 
“at is found to lay down that which has not been cognised as subservient 
“to anything else. As for the Rēvatī verses, inasmuch as they are 
“ spoken of in the Locative, they are subservient to the Varavautiya sama; 
“and as such not standing in need of any other purpose, they could not 
“be connected with the Result ; while the Varavantiya, having the Révaté 
“ verses for its subordinate accompaniment, is cognised as the predominant 
e factor, on account of its being mentioned in the Accusative ; and as such 
“it becomes connected, in the manner of the Root-meaning, with the 
“ Bhavana denoted by the verb ‘krér@’; and thus being on the look-out 
“for a purpose, it becomes connected with the Result. 

‘Or, in this case also, we can reject both the Révati and the Varavan- 
“tiya, and hold the Result to follow only from the Connection of these two. 

“Thus then, we distinctly recognise the following facts in conneo- 
“ tion with the sentence in question : (1) that at the time of its utterance, 
“the iden of the previously mentioned ‘sacrifice’ is still present in the 
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“mind: (2) that the word ‘état’ (in ‘étasya’) distinctly points to 
that which has been spoken of before; (3) that the genitive (in ‘ etasya’), 
“ appearing after that ‘etat’? which is co-extensive with (refers to) the 
“ * sacrifice ’, signifies the relationship of the Basis and the Based, pointed 
“out by the Context, betwecn that sacrifice and the Accessory as leading 
“to the Result; (4) that the word ‘va’ serves to preclude any other 
‘ basis or substrate for that Accessory, because no such other substrate is 
“ possible ; (5) that the Varavantiya qualified by the connection of the 
 Aynishtomasima is already laid down by the previous sentence, And 
“ all these facts distinctly point to the conclusion that the Action (‘ sacri- 
“ tice’) mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than that laid 
“down in the previous sentence; and as such, inasmuch as that same 
“ Action is referred to in the sentence in question, the Injunctive affix in this 
“sentence will not be put to the trouble of laying down the Action. over and 
“ above the Accessory). 

“ While if the sentence be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“as in thai case nothing will have been previously laid down, the 
“ Injunctive affix would have io enjoin all that is necessary. 

“And as a matter of fact, no such injwuction of all things is possible ; 
* because the Injunctive, by its very uature, is always endowed with a 
“single potency; and when its purpose is fulfilled by the Injunction of 
“even a little thing, it can never enjoin any more than that. 

“Thus then, we find that the word ‘ krtvā’ establishes the connection 
* between the Révati and the Varavantiya, while the Injunctive affix lays 
“ down only the relationship of that Connection with the particular result. 
“ And as such, there being no necessity of accepting a manifold potency of 
“the Injunctive, there can be no doubt as to the superiority of the theory 
“that the sentence in question serves only to lay down an Accessory 
‘(with reference to a previously mentioned Action). 

“ As all the references cnumerated above are included in and based 
“upon the reference of the ‘sacrifice’, it isonly this last that has becn 
‘spoken of in the Bhashya, and all the rest have been left to be inferred. 
“ For these reasons we conclude that the sentence in question does not 
“lay down a distinct Action.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: When there is an Acces- 
sory which accepts the previously mentioned Action as its substratum, then 
‘lone is it so that we do not perceive any difference between the Actions 
(mentioned in the two sentences); and the reason is that in such a case, 
what the latter sentence does is only to refer to the previons Action for the 
Rake of its connection with the new Accessory. 
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That is to say, we find the sentence in question, ‘ etasyaiva révatishu, ete.’, 
containing the mention of ‘sacrifice’ directly by means of the root ‘yajz’ ; 
under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice’ that is herein 
mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, then alone 
could we conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence in question is not 
a distinct sacrifice. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ‘dadhné- 
ndriyukamasaya, etc.’, we find that the sentence directly lays down only the 
relationship with the particular Result; and then the Context helps to 
supply the other substrate of the relationship,—in the shape of Homa ; 
and in this case we admit the mention of ‘ Homa’ in the sentence to be a 
mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘ Homa’ ; and another reason 
for this is thatthe Dadhi by itself also is capable of directly accomplishing 
the Homa. In the case in question, on the other hand, we find that the 
Varavantiya qualified by “the Revati verses is uot, by itself, capable of 
directly accomplishing the Sacrifice; because it is neither a Deity nor a 
Material (which two alone are capable of directly accomplishing the 
Sacrifice) ; because the Sacrifice requires, for its accomplishment, no other 
helping factors, except those of the Deity, the Material, and the Performer ; 
and hence it is never accomplished directly by means of a Sfma (Varavan- 
tiya and the like). 

Thus then, though, through the peculiar character of the Context, the 
‘Sacrifice’ (previously mentioned ) is present in the mind, yet it does not 
become cognised as the -ubstrate of the said Samu, because of its inherent 
incapability of having that character ; and hence that ‘ Sacrifice’ cannot be 
accepted as referred to by the sentence in question (‘ Révatishu, ete.”’); 
specially as we have no grounds for believing that the ‘ sacrifice’ herein 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the Hymn- 
iny, that forms a part of the previous ‘ sacrifice °, and which, being accom- 
plished by means of the Varavanttya Sdma, is capable of being taken as 
its substrate, — it is not pointed out by the Context; because the presence 
of Hymning in the previous ‘sacrifice’, the ‘ Agnishtut ’, 18 only based 
upon an indirect implication. 

Tt is with reference to this, that it has been declared that—thouvh 
the Samu is inherently capable of accomplishing the Hymning, yet as no 
such Hymning is pointed out by the Context, it cannot be taken as the 
substrate of the Sama in question. 

The following argument might be brought forward by the other 
party: “The Sama could base itself upon the Sacrifice, in that very 
“ capacity whereby it would help the performance of the sacrifice; and 
“conversely the ‘ Sacrifice’ also would become the substrate of the Sama, 
‘in whatever capacity it would be able to act as a true substrate; such 
“ cognition being based upon the general rule whereby the meanings of all 
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“ verbs are ascertained in accordance with the capacities of things. And 
“then (even though the Sama may not be able to help directly in the 
‘‘ performance of the sacrifice itself, yet) in accordance with the Sitra 
“TIIT—i—18, it would be quite capable of directly accomplishing the 
“ Hymning which forms an integral part of the ‘ Agnishtut’ sacrifice ; and 
“as such, there would be no incongruity inthe said relationship of the 
“ Basis and the Based (between the Sama and the ‘ Sacrifice’), which 
“would be due to an integral part of the latter, in the shape of the 
“ Hymning.”’ 

Reply : That is not possible; because we have already shown that 
that alone can be taken as the subsidiary part of a sacrifice which has 
been actually laid down as such a part; that, on the other hand, which 
appears distinctly as independent by itself, can never become a subsidiary 
part, 

That is to say, in the case of the sentence ‘ Saptadagdratnirvdjaptyasyu 
yūpah’ (the sacrificial post at the Vajapéya is to be seventeen cubits in 
length), we find that the ‘seventeen-cubit-length’ is distinctly laid 
down as a subsidiary detail; and then, inasmuch as it is not found to be 
capable of being directly connected with the Va@yjapéyu sacrifice, we 
conclude that it should help in the performance of this sacrifice in what- 
ever way it can ; and consequently it comes to be taken as a qualification 
of the sacrificial post which forms an integral factor in the performance. 
If, in the case in question also, the Vadravantiya had been laid down as 
a subsidiary detail of the sacrifice,—then alone, being found incapable of 
directly serving the Sacrifice, would it come to be taken as helping the 
Hymning, which forms an integral part of the sacrifice. As a matter 
of fact, however, we find that the Varavantiya, being laid down in regard 


to a particular result, stands in need of a substrate, or basis, in the 
shape of an Action; and under the circumstances, if it could find any 


Action, already previously mentioned, that could form its substrate, then 
it would directly connect itself with that Action ; when, however, it finds 
no such Action already mentioned, then the sentence in question distinctly 
points to something else (a fresh Actzon hitherto not mentioned) as the 
requisite basis. Nor would the Varavantiya become wholly useless, by not 
being connected with any previously mentioned Action ; as it will have its 
use in the new Action that would be laid down by the sentence in question. 

And further, inasmuch as the action of Hymning is wholly differ- 
ent from that of Sacrifice,—by accomplishing the former, the Varuvantiya 
cannot be said to have accomplished the latter. And hence, even if 
the Sama helped in the Hymning, it would remain as unconnected with the 
Sacrifice, as if it had been mentioned and performed in connection with 
another sacrifice altogether. In the case of the sentence ‘saptadaga- 


VARAVANTIVA, ETC, ARE DISTINCT ACTIONS, 779 


ratnirvdjapéyasya yipak, on the other hand, we find that the Genitive 
in ‘vijapeyasya’ signifies mere relationship in general; and as such, 
there is, in this case, nothing incongruous in the relationship subsisting 
indirectly, in the subsidiary details. And as such there can be no 
similarity between the sentence ‘saptadaga, etc.’ and the sentence in 
question, 

Even though it be possible for the Sacrifice to form the substrate (of 
the Sama), indirectly, through the Hymning,—yet, in that case the Sdma 
would come to be connected with all kinds of Hymns; and as such the 
Specification, in the sentence in question, of the Hymn as the ‘Agnish- 
toma Sama’ would be wholly meaningless. For if the Hymn called the 
‘Agnishtuma Sama’ be taken as the required substrate indicated by the 
sentence itself, then there would be a syntactical split (the sentence laying 
down the fact of the Véravantiya being based on the Agnishtoma Sama, 
and also that of its bringing about the particular Result). Then again, if 
the sentence be taken as indicating a general relationship (of the 
Varavantiya) with the Aynishtoma Sdma,—this general relationship being 
specified by ‘the expression ‘ @tasyatra’,—then too there is a syntactica! 
split; and the pronoun ‘ étasya’ indicating the relationship of that which 
has gone before, this would make the Véravantiya connected with all the 
Hymns of the previous sacrifice; and then its specification as 

Aynishtoma SAama* would also entail a syntactical split. And lastly, in 
view of the great complications arising from making the Varavantiya con- 
nected (at one and the same time) with the kevat? Hk, as well as with the 
Aynishtoma Sfmu,—they remain as before. 

Objection: “ When the Aguishtut sacrifice is obtained as the required 
“ substrate, all the rest that is required would be obtained from the previ- 
‘ous Injunction; andas for the Vdravantiya, when it would rest upon a 
‘* sacrifice, it would not exist in any place except that wherein it is found 
“ to help the Sacrifice; and the Sacrifice too would not seek for the Vdra- 
“vantiys in any other Hymn (save that which forms part of itself). And 
“as there is no reason for rejecting the Vadravantiya that is connected with 
“the Agnishtoma Sama of the Sacrifice previously mentioned in the Content, 
“there canbe no question as toa connection with any other Hymn or 
“ Sacrifice.” 

Reply : It is not so; we could have all this only if the sentence in 
question—‘ Révatishu, etc. —stood in need of the previous sentence laying 
down the Vãāravantīya in connection with the Agnishtoma Sma; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find that there is no such need; because we 
have already shown above that there is no mutual relationship between 
sentences laying down such things as the Accessory and the like. 

Then again, the relationship of the Sacrifice with the Varavantiya that 
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is mentioned in the sentence in question, is wholly different. from the previ- 
ous relationship (because in the previous case the Vdravantiya was in 
connection with the Va@yary4 verses, whereas in the sentence in question, 
it is in connection with the Révafi verses); and as such it could never 
attain to the position assumed by the previous relationship. Specially as 
in the previous sentence, the Vararantiya, forming a part of the Action 
itself, is recognised as connected with the Agnishtoma Sama of that 
(Agnishfut) sacrifice ; while in the case in question, we find it mentioned 
as being something in itself desirable by man (as is indicated by the 
distinct mention of the word ‘krtvi’); and as such the Veda could not 
relegate this latter to the same position as the previous one. And as for 
any assumptions based upon the Sdményatodrshta Inference, we have 
already shown above that snch things as we are dealing with are not 
amenable to Inference. 

To the same effect, we have the following declaration: That Sama — 
which is laid down as independently, by its own form, bringing about the 
Result,~-stands in need of the text of the Veda only, for the propose of its 
appearance. i 

That is to say. if the Varavantiya Sama had originally appeared, first 
of all, at the Agnishtut sacrifice, then we could not bnt take it as apper- 
taining to that sacrifice, even if such connection were not mentioned. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that in the case in question, the Sama 
depends, for its appearance, on the Vedic text only: and it is as taken 
directly from the Veda that it is laid down for the sake of a definite 
result. And consequently the Agnishfut sacrifice and the Aguishtoma 
Sma connected with that sacrifice do not in any way differ from other 
Sacrifices and Hymns,—in the matter of their being connected with the 
Viirarantiya Sma mentioned in the sentence in question. (That is to say, 
the Sama is as unconnected with the Agnishtut sacrifice as with any other 
of the previously mentioned sacrifices, ete., etc. ). 

If the sentence in question had laid down a certain purification of 
the Varavantiya, then we could, somehow or other, identify it with that 
which had been previously mentioned (in connection with the Agnishtnt 
sacrifice),-—as we do in the case of the sentence ‘ vrihin prokshati’ which 
lays down a purification of the corn. But, as a matter of fact, the 
sentence in qnestion does not lay down any such purification. Con- 
sequently we conclude that the Varavantiyu of the sentence in question 
has no connection with the Agnishtoma SAma of the previous sacrifice. 

Objection: “ Though the Varavantiya serves to fulfil an end desired 
“by the human agent, yet, so long as it does not help to bring about the 
‘completion of the sacrifice, it cannot fulfil that end either ; and thus the 
‘* accomplishment of the sacrifice also being indirectly indicated, the said 
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“ Sama attains the position that had been previously found for it (at that 
“ sacrifice), just as though the Ourd and the Milk help in the performance 
“of the sacrifice, yet they become connected with the details of the 
“ Pranita vessel.” 

Reply: Such is the case only when the details are mentioned as qualifi- 
cations. In the case in question, however, the -Agnishtoma Sama is not a 
qualification of the Varavantiyu. [t could be such a qualification, only if 
the sentence in question actually referred to its context—which latter fact 
has still to be established (by the Pirvapatshin). Lf, in some way or 
other, a certain relationship of the Varavantiyu with the Agnishtoma Sama 
were cognised, then there would be nothing to interfere with the application 
of the details of the latter to the former, like those of the Pranita to the 
Curd and Milk. 

Thus then, even this last argument of the Parvupukshin does not affect 
the reasoning of the Siddhanta; and hence it is only by taking the 
sentence as laying down an independent Action that we can avoid a 
syntactical split (and make the sentence a single whole). 

Because in that case, even when all the elements of the latter 
sentence are such as have not been previously mentioned, all of them are 
capable of being laid down by the process of ‘‘ qualified Injunction’; while 
there can be no difficulty as to such an Injunction, when, as a matter of 
fact, many of the details spoken of in the sentence in question are such as 
form part of the details of the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice, 
and are applied to that mentioned in the sentence in question, only by 
indirect implication. 

For instance, (1) the word ‘tut’ (in ‘ētasya `) would refer, by indica- 
tion, to the details of the previous sacrifice, specially as such indirect indi- 
cation is not faulty in the case of a Reference or Description (as it is in that 
of an Injunction). Or the pronoun might directly denote the Action to be 
immediately mentioned ; as the pronoun ‘ ésha’ does in the case of the sen- 
tence ‘ athaisha jyotih, etc.’ ;—(2) as for the Varavantiya, it appears in the 
previous sentence as helping iu the performance of the sacrifice; and as 
such, in that form, it would become referred to in the sentence in question, 
AS appertaining thereto by indirect implication ;—(3) and the operation 
of the Injunctive also would he very much simplified by making it enjoin 
only the sacrifice as qualified by the peculiar relationship of the Ravati 
and the Varavantiya as pointed ont by the word ‘ krtvā `. 

Objection: ‘‘Inasmuch as what would be enjoined in this case are— 
“ (1) the relationship of the Agzishtoma Sama with the Révati and the 
“ Varavantiya, as well as (2) the sacrifice,—-the case in question would be 
“a great deal different from other cases of “ qualified Injunction ” (as in all 
“ these cases, the object of Injunction is the sacrifice only). Because 
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“the qualifications of two distinct Actions cannot be amenable to the 
‘same (injunctive) effort, when an Injunction has served to lay down one 
“ Action, we should have recourse to another Injunction for the purpose 
“ of laying down another Action. That is to say, those properties and quali- 
‘fications that belong to a single Action are all implied by that Action 
“ when it is enjoined, and as such, they do not necessitate any diversity in 
“ the operation of the Injunctive word ; while, on the other hand, when the 
‘qualification belongs to an Action other than the one that is enjoined, 
“it is not implied by the enjoined Action, because it is not in any 
“ way related to this latter,--aud as such, for the sake of such qualifica- 
“ tions, it would be absolutely necessary to repeat the operation of the 
“ Injunctive; and this would certainly involve a syntactical split.” 

Reply : The latter Bhavana (which is signified in the word ‘ yazéta ’) 
takes in, as its subject, only that which is denoted by the word ‘ krtvā’; 
and that : Bhavana) too which is denoted by this latter word would take 
in only that qualification which belongs to its own specific object. Then, 
when the new sacrifice (mentioned in the sentence in question) has taken 
up the Rk ( Révaiz) and the Sama (Varavantiya), the position assigned to 
the Révuti would be in accordance with the Sama that has its position 
already ascertained. 

That is to say, while the denotation of the word ‘ krtva,’—after hav- 
ing established the relationship between the Révati and the Varavantiya— 
is waiting on the look-out for the second Bhavana [that denoted by the 
word ‘yajeta’], it becomes taken up, as specified by its qualification (in 
the shape of the said connection between the Varavantiya as based upon 
the Révati verses), by the ‘ Sacrifice’ (mentioned by the root ‘yagi’ in 
‘yajéta’). And consequently what the ‘sacrifice’ implies is its own quali- 
fication (and not that of any other Action). That, however. which is 
denoted by the word ‘ kriv®’—i.e., accomplishing or bringing about—in 
not directly connected with the said relationship (of the Rk and the 
S@ma); and as such, inasmuch as that relationship comes to have a 
subordinate character, it is relegated to the subsidiaries of the sacrifice ; 
and consequently, in accordance with the Varavantiya, which has its position 
already known by indirect. implication, the Révati verses also come to be 
referred to the same (Vdravantzyw). Thus then, though the sentence in 
question does not lay down the Agniskfoma Sama, yet the qualification 
of the ‘ Sacrifice’ extends to that Sama, and as such there is no incongruity 
in this. 

For the above reasons, it is clear that, in your theory, there is no 
relationship between the sacrifice in question and Varavantiya. Because 
itis only when the qualifications or accessories have not themselves 
the character of Actions that they betake themselves to an Action; as for 
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the Varavantiya, inasmuch as it is sung (and as such forms an action in 
itself), what can it have to do with another Action (the Sacrifice, for 
instance) ? 

That is to say, in the case of such accessories as the Dadhi, the 
Milking vessel and the like, we find that, without an Action, their very 
character of “ Instrument.” cannot be attained ; and as such they stand 
in need of some such Action. As for the Vdravantiya, however, inas- 
much as it is denotable by the root ‘ g@yatc’, it is an action in itself; and 
as such, even without any other Action, it is capable by itself, just like 
the sacrifice, of accomplishing the desired result ; and thus not standing 
in need of another Action, it would not be connected with any such, it 
would, when sung by itself on the basis of the Révati verses, bring about. 
its result, independently of the performance of any such sacrifice as the 
Agnishtut. And in that case, the words—‘ étasya’, ‘ agnishtoma-sima’ 
‘“kriva’ and ‘ yajgéia’—would all become wholly unconnected (and 
irrelevant) with the previous sacrifice (the Aynishtut). 

Consequently we must conclude that the Result (mentioned in the 
sentence in question) follows from the Sacrifice; and this sacrifice, being 
spoken of as qualified by properties wholly at variance with those of the 
previously mentioned Agnishtut, is wholly distinct from that sacrifice. 

The Bhashya explains the Sūtra as— Saméshu évanjatiyakéshu bhin- 
navakyéshu karmayuktam phalam bhavet. In this the word ‘ saméshu’ 
expresses, either the fact of the (previous) sacrifice (the Agnishtut) nnd the 
(latter) accessory (Vdravantiya) not standing to each other in the 
relationship of the Basis and the Based, because of the inherent incapa- 
bility of the two,—or that of the Varavantiya, which is an Action by itself, 
being wholly independent of any other Action. The expression ‘ bhinna- 
vaikyéshu’ means that though in the case of both theories—z.e., whether the 
sentence in question be taken as mentioning a particular result following 
from the employment of a certain accessory in connection with the action 
mentioned in the previous sentence, or as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action,—the meaning of the second sentence would be different 
from that of the former, and as such the sentences would be distinct ; —yet 
the distinctness of the two sentences would be better justified by both of 
them laying down two distinct Actions; because otherwise, there would 
remain a certain semblance of the two sentences forming a single 
compound sentence (which would not be quite justifiable in face of the 
distinctness of their significations). 

Says the Bhashya—nahyétusya revatyak santi, etc. It is just possible 
that some people might construe the sentence in question as that— 
‘tasya yä révatyah, tāsu viravantiyam kytvd’ ; but, though, in this case, 
in view of the Context, the reference to the former qualified Sacrifice 
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would not involve a syntactical split, yet, inasmuch as the fact of bring- 
ing about (or employing) the Bévati verses themselves has not been 
previously laid down, any reference to this (as is inevitable in the said 
construction) cannot be quite allowable. And hence the sentence will 
have to be construed as—(1) ‘ tatra révatyah prayoktavydh, (2) tisu ca vāra- 
vantiyam, etc.’ ; and this would involvea syntactical split, and make the 
word ‘ étasyu’ wholly redundant. 

The following argument might be brought forward: “ For the sake 
“of the word ‘ectasya’, we could take the sentence as follows—(1) the 
‘‘Injunctive part: ‘étasya revatyah kartavyāh, tasu ca Varavantiyam, 
“ tacca phalāya’, and (2) the reference part ; the word ‘ yojeta’ bheing taken 
“as merely referring to the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice.” 

But thus too, the sentence is made to lay down three distinct facts ; 
and as such syntactical split becomes inevitable ; and further, as for the 
Agnishtoma S#ma, we cannot speak of its connection as being either 
enjoined or only referred to (in the sentence in question). If this connec- 
tion were enjoined, then masmuch as the mere presence of the Agnish- 
toma Sd@ma has been pointed out by the previous Tnjunction, the word 
‘etasya’ would be absolutely useless ; and such an Injunction would also 
involve a syntactical split. This is one way of taking the said text of the 
Bhashya. 

Some people, however, take the word ‘état’ in the sense that is 
pointed out by its position,—uamely, that of qualifying the Révaté. And 
in that case, the construction of the sentence in question would be 
like this: 'ētasya yā Revatyuak tāsu varavuntiyam Agnishtoma sāmu 
krtvd” But in this case also, inasmuch as there is no specification of 
the sugrifice (at which all this is to done),—as the word ‘@tasya’ is 
wholly taken up in qualifying the Révati, we do not take it with ‘ Agnish- 
foma’, as ‘etusy agnishtoma’ ; specially as even if such a relationship 
between the two words were meant to be expressed, there would be a 
syntactical split. 

Though the question—‘ how do you yourself avoid the syntactical 
split ? ”-—should have been put by the opponent, after all the possible 
constructions of the sentence in question, in accordance with the Pūrvapa- 
ksha, had been refuted,—yet the Purvapakshin reasons thus in his mind: 
‘When we have so thoroughly refuted the position of the Siddhantin, all 
these syntactical splits that he has brought forward are mere magical 
illusions in the void (of his own intellect); and so I will just put 
him the question,-—how do you yourself avoid the said syntactical split ?’ 

The Siddhanti replies by putting forward the following construction : 
‘ Revatishu rkshu vairavantiyam sūma krtvd pagukdmo yajéta’; and the 
sense of the reply is that when the sentence in question is taken as laying 
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down a new Action, it is quite possible for this Action to be laid down in 
a qualified form (in the way shown in the construction put forward) ; 
and as such the sentence having a single predicate, there would be no 
syntactical split involved. 

Question: “ Nanu arthabhedah: yiagaccaivam hyapirvah kartavyuh, 
“ Revatishu varavantiyam apurvam’. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“sentence would involve two Bh@vanis mentioned in the sentence—viz., 
the one mentioned by the word ‘krtva’ and another by the word ‘ yujéta ’, 
“ there could not but be a split in the syntax.” 

Answer : Not so; because what we mean is that the sentence lays 
down only one principal Bhāvanā (that signified by ‘ yajetu’) as qualitied 
by another secondary Bhavana (signified by ‘ krtva@’). 

Objection: “ The relationship of the Revati and the Varavantiya could 
“ not be enjoined ; because as there could be no injunction of a qualification 
“ of qualifications (7.6., of the connection which is a qualification of the briny- 
“ing about, denoted by the root in ‘ kriv@’, which again, according to 
“ you, is the qualification of the ‘ yaya’) ;—any such connection could not 
‘be enjoined by means of the Injunctive Affix (lin.) ; and as for the affix 
‘“ktva’ (in ‘krtva’), it has not becn mentioned by Panini, as having 
“the function of the Injunctive. ence, though the Bhavun@ may he 
‘spoken of as connected, yet, inasmuch as the activity of the human 
“ageut should depend upon an Injunction, he would take that Bha- 
“vand to be as good as non-existent. Thus then, both the Revati and the 
“ Varavantiya being qualifications of the Bhavana of the ‘ sacrifice’ only, 
“they could not be employed outside the sacrifice itself; and as there is 
“no ground for either of the two restricting the employment of the other 
“(that is whether the Revati restrict the Vdravantiya or vice verså is not 
“ ascertainable), both of them would come to refer to one and the same 
“ stotru (Hymn); and then there being no such rale as that both of them 
“ should be employed in one and the same place, there would be many other 
“ Samas—the Gdyatri, and the rest—that could be based upon the Revati 
“verses (there being no rule restricting the Reni verses as the basis of 
“the Varavantzya Sama only); and conversely the Vdravantiya Sama also 
“would come to be based upon other verses—sueh as the Gayatrt, the 
“ Brhatt and tho like. And nnder the circumstances, the idea brought, 
“about by the expression ‘ Revatishu Vararatiyam’ would become abso- 
‘‘lutely useless, Hence it must be concluded that the sentence seems ta 
“lay down the Revati verses, in reference to the Varacantiya, which has 
“had its position duly ascertained (in connection with the previous 
* Agnishtut sacrifice ).” 

Reply: The above argument does not affect. onr position , because 
though the word ‘Ariva’ does uot directly express an Injunction. vet in 
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such cases as the one in question, it is taken as pointing to an Injunction 
all the same. That is to say, whenever we meet with a sentence like 
‘idam kytva idam kuryat’ (having done this, one should do that),—if the 
action denoted by the verb with the ‘kivā’ affix is one that has been 
previously mentioned elsewhere, then its mention in this sentence is 
simply iu the shape of a motive cause or occasion (for the performance of 
the second action); when, however, that action is not one that has been 
previously mentioned, then it is a means or instrument of the accomplish- 
ment of the second Action ; because that Action, which is distinctly laid 
down as to be performed after the accomplishment of a previous Action (that 
which is mentioned by the word ending in ‘ktva@’), can never be performed, 
unless that previous Action has been performed; and as such the 
performance of the Action being found to be absolutely necessary, it is 
admitted to be as good as directly enjoined. Thus, in the case in question, 
the relationship of the Revati and the Varavantiya (mentioned by the 
word ‘krtvā’) is such as has never been mentioned prior to the 
Injunction contained in the sentence in question ; aud as such it canuot bo 
taken as a mere motive cause for the ‘ sacrifice’; and hence it cannot but 
be accepted as something to be actually performed or accomplished. 

Objection : “ If the said connection comes to be something to be accom- 
“plished, how is it that it becomes related to the second Bhavana, which 
‘also is something to be accomplished ? ” 

Tn reply, the Bhashya says: dvuvétdavarthau krivétyésha gabdah çaknoti 
vaditum, abhintrerttim pūrvukālatāñňñca (the word ‘krtvā’ is capable of 
signifying both accomplishment aud sequence) [and as signifying sequence 
itis only natural that it should point to something that would be performed 
afterwards). As to how a single word can have two significations, the 
Bhashya says—we find this to be the case in certain instances,—as, for in- 
stance, in ‘ conamanays' (bring the cona),—where thougt. the ‘bringing ’ has 
been previously cognised by other means, yet, the word ‘ gona’, though used 
in the sense of the ‘ red horse’, and as such taking the place of the two 
words ‘ red’ and ' horse ’, does not entail a syntactical split (and the only 
reason for this is that the single word signifies both redness and the horse). 
In the same manner, in the case in question, the affix ‘kiva’ would 
signify accomplishment as well as sequence. 

[Tt has been argued above—‘'ert, page 563—that the Injunction of the 
qualification of a qualification is not possible ; but this does not affect the 
case in question ; as] the qualification of a qualification can not be enjoined 
only in that case where that qualification, forming part of the Material, 
is not recognised as part of the Action itself. That is to say, we shall 
show under Sutra AV —-i-—ii that it is only the qualification of the sacrificial 
materal that w uot touched by the Injunction As for the connection 


VARAVANTIYA, ETC., ARE DISTINCT ACTIONS, 737 


between the Révati and the Vdravantiya, it serves as a necessary quali- 
fication of the action of “accomplishment” (denoted by the root ‘Ar’ 
in ‘krtva’); because mere “ accomplishment” being a generic term, unless 
it were qualified, it could not be recognised as something to be brought about. 

Thus then, in accordance with the declaration “ mrshyamahé havisha 
viceshanam " it must be admitted that the ‘accomplishment’ (denoted 
by ‘kr’ in ‘krtv@’), which serves to qualify ‘the Bhavana expressed 
in connection with the root ‘y@jz’ (in ‘yajéta’), is itself qualified by 
the connection betwéen the Révati and the Véravantiya. Thus ié is, too, 
that certain Materials and Deities, qualifying the Praydjas that are quali- 
fications of an Action (the Durga-Pirnamdasa), come to be lnid down as to 
be utilised in those sacrifices. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves 
to specify the Rk (Révati) and the Sama (Varavantiya) in connection 
with the Bhavana (expressed in ‘ yajéta’), which is qualified by a certain 
relationship (of that Rk and that Sama) that has been duly accomplished 
(as expressed by the word ‘frtva’). And in this case, the word 
‘krivā’ should be taken as denoting the particular order of sequence in 
which the various factors of the sacrifice are to be thought of (or deter- 
mined upon), and not as denoting actual performance; because the Sama 
is not employed before the Sacrifice itself (and if the word ‘krtra’ 
expressed actual performance, then the s@ma would have to be nsed before 
the sacrifice, as indicated by the sequence expressed by that word); and 
hence we donot take the sentence to mean that we should perform the sacri- 
fice after the Varavantiya Sama has been sung in connection with the Révati 
verses; all it does denote is that we should think of the singing of that 
Sama as to be performed, and then proceed with the actual performance 
of the sacrifice. 

Objection: “ Thus too, there are many objects of the Jujunction—the 
t Révati verses, the Varavantiya, the relationship of these, the Sacrifice, and 
“the desire for cattle. That is to say, the Injunction being assumed in 
‘connection with each object that happens to be mentioned in the sen- 
" tence, there come to be many objects for it ; and that leads to a syntacticn! 
“split.” 

Reply : This does not affect us; because we have already explained 
that the multiplicity of objects spoken of does not bring about the multi- 
plicity of the object of the Injunction. 

If, howevor, what you mean is the multiplicity of those tbat are en- 
joined as fulfilling some useful purposes, —then, we offer you the following 
reply : Even though many such useful objects may be mentioned, yet thera 
is only one that forms the object of the Injunction ; and this one object, in 
the case in question, is the qualified Bhavand counacted with the * yacritiee’, 
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Objection: “The Révati verses also are found to be enjoined in tlie 
sentence in question (over and above the said Bhāvanā). Your reply 
“would be all right, if the said multiplicity of objects depended only 
“upon that which is directly mentioned ; in the case in question, however, 
“we find that all of the objects-—Révati, etc.—are distinctly enjoined as 
“useful; and as such there can be no doubt as to the said multiplicity.” 

Reply: All that happens to be predicated is not spoken of as ‘ artha 
(meaning or object of the Injunction); that alone is spoken of as the ‘ ob- 
ject.’ which is connected with the principal Injunction ; and there can be no 
doubt that there is only one such object in the sentence in question. This 
is what is meant by the Bhashya—nahyatranékasya proyojanatvénabhi- 
piétusydanékam padam wdhiyakam. That is to say, inasmuch as all 
other minor actions spoken of in the sentence form part of the principal 
action of the Sacrifice, their cognition cannot be complete until that of the 
Bhävranā of ‘Sacrifice’; and when this qualified Bhavana has been en- 
joined, there remains nothing more to be looked for. 

Thus then, we conclude that the real object of the sentence being one 
only, there is no syntactical split; while we have shown the many splits 
that are consequent upon the taking of the sentence as the Injunction of 
an accessory detail for the previous Agnishtut sacrifice. 

The Bhashya brings forward another argument of the opponent: 
« Athocyéta Revatyddisarvavigeshanavigishto yga étasyagnishtutd vidhi- 
yité.’ This argument has been brought forward with the sole purpose of 
justifying the use of the word ‘é/asya.’ Though this argument admits of 
the Action mentioned by the sentence in question being distinct from the 
previous Agnishtut, yet, inasmuch it makes the sentence lay down the 
Result as connected with the Action,—yet it is opposed to our own view ; 
and hence we shall refuteit. The argument may be thus explained : “The 
“text in question may be construed thus—Révatishu Varvantiyam agni- 
“ shtoma sama kriv étasyangéna yajēta (Having sung the Varavantiya in 
“the Révati vorses, one should perform this sacrifice, as subsidiary to the 
‘ previous Agnishtut). The advantages attendant upon this construction 
“would be two-fold: (1) there would be no reason for rejecting that 
“ which is pointed out by the Context, and (2), the use of the word 
“< tasya’ would be justified as pointing to that (Agnishtut) which is 
“in close proximity with itself, in the Context.” 


To this argument, we make the following reply: The above con- 
struction is not possible ; because that would make the word ‘ pagukdmak’ 
wholly irrelevant; and if you do not reject it as such, its inclusion would 
involve a syntactical split ; as a single Action cannot, at one and the same 
time, be laid down as forming part of another sacrifice (the Agnishftut) and 
also as accomplishing a certain result (Cattle), 
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Objection : “ Athaivamucyéta ‘ Revatishu krtena viravantiyena paçu- 
kamo yajéta.’” 

Though this view has been already dealt with, yet it is brought for- 
ward again by the Bhashya, with a view to show another discrepancy in it. 
Or it may be that, in all cases where an Injunction mentions the fulfilment 
of a desirable end by means of certain accessories, people performing sacri- 
fices have two distinct notions :—(1) some people, like the Mimdmsakas, 
believe the Result to follow from the Accessory, (2) while others believo 
that the Accessory only helps in the Sacrifice, and it is the Sacrifice thus 
aided that brings about the particular result. And it is in accordance with 
this latter view that the above objection has been put forward. 

The construction of the texts, in accordance with the above argument 
of the opponents, would be as follows :—“ ‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, we 
“should always perform the Agnishtut ; but if we desire the acquisition 
“of cattle, then we should perform the same sacrifice as qualified by the 
“ Révati verses (and the Varavantiya sung in connection with them)? In 
“ this case, we find that the Injunctive affix (in the ‘Yajeta’ of the sentence 
“in question) would serve to enjoin what is in close proximity with it 
“ (viz, the Agnishfut sacrifice); but being taken up by something else 
“ (i.e. the qualification), it would not lay down the original appearance of 
“that Action; and as for the qualified character of the sacrifice, this 
“would be based upon the Injunction. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“affix would enjoin the sacrifice with reference to the Result, it would not 
“ have to bo removed from its legitimate sphere ; and as not pointing to the 
“ appearance of any Action, it could not lay down any such appearance ; 
“then as for tho Injunction of many things,—just as in the case of the 
“sontence laying down the original appearance of a distinct Action, 
‘such Injunction of many things is said to be for the purpose of the said 
“Injunction of the Action ; so, too, would it be in the case of the sentence 
“boing the Injunction of the Result; as in this case also what is actually 
“ enjoined is the Action itself, with reference to the particular result. It is 
“with a view to all this that we have said—‘atha Révatishu krtena 
“ Varavantiyéna pagukamo yajēta. As for the Instrumental ending in ‘ Vär- 
“ vantiyéna,’ it actually denotes Instrumentality, inasmuch as the Vara- 
“vantiya is an Instrument that helps, through the Stotra, the performance 
“of the sacrifice. Or it may be taken as denoting a characteristic,—the 
“sense of the sentence being that ‘one desiring cattle should perform the 
« Agnishtut sacrifice as characterised by the Varavaniiya, etc.” 

To the above, the Bhāshyn makes the following reply : natvam gakyam, 
rgantarapragānāt viçeshahānāt vaigunyam, That is to say, if the Action 
meant in the sentence in question be the same as the previous Agnishfut 
sacrifice, then, inasmuch as the previous sentence has laid down the 
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Aynishtoma sama, in connection with that sacrifice, as based npon the 
Vayavyd verses,—if in accordance with the sentence in question, the sume 
sama were to be sung as based upon the Revati verses, that would cause a 
flaw in the sacrifice, as being deprived of the previously mentioned basis 
of the s@ma, in the shape of the Vdyavyd verses. 

Objection: “ When you yourself were faced by the argument that— 
“« many other sämas also come to be sung in connection with the Revati 
“ verses’—you urged in defence the argument that—‘the word kriva 
“serves to lay down the fully accomplished relationship of the Revati and 
“the Vdravantiys for the sake of the sacrifice, for the word is quite capable 
“of signifying two meanings etc., ete., etc., etc.’ (And so we too could 
“ bring forward the same argument in support of our view. )” 

The Stddhdnti, however, thinks that an Injunction of many things 
is possible only inthe case of the sentence laying down a new Action, 
and not in any other case; with this in view, he makes the following 
reply: What we say is possible in our case, because there is a direct declarau- 
tion to the effect; while, in your case, as there is no such direct declaration, 
it would be impossible to obtain the Revati verses by merely getting hold 
of the Varavantiya ; and as such, the said argument cannot help you. 

The opponent retorts—" Then we too may have a direct declaration— 
‘‘such as ‘ pagukamo Révatishu vitravantiyamabhinirvartayet tato yajeta ’ ;— 
“that is to say, the Injunction would be that of a qualified Action with 
“reference to a particular result; or that the word ‘kriva’ being tho 
“required Injunctive word, the ‘yajeta’ may be a mere reference to the 
“ previously mentioned Agnishfut sacrifice; and the sense of this is that 
“even though the Injunction lays down the accessory with reference to the 
“ Result, there is nothing in the sentence that lays down the original 
“ appearance of the sacrifice.” 

In reply to this, the Siddhanti proceeds to show his own desirable con- 
clusion that he draws from the Apparent Inconsistency of the said ‘ Injunc- 
tion of many things:’ If any such declaration as you bring forward 
becomes an established fact, then the fact of the sentence in question lay- 
ing down a distinct Action, and not the mere accessory of the previous 
Agnishtut, becomes fully established. 

Objection: “ Nanu tato yajéta iti yāgānuvādāt yāgēnūsyñůgaprayo- 
“janasambandho bhavishyati. [In that case, the word ‘yajéta’ referring 
“ to the previous sacrifie, what is laid down in the sentence in question would 
‘be taken as related to the Agnishtut as its subsidiary. ]” 

In this the opponent only reiterates (in the Bhäshya) his former argu- 
ment, not admitting the defeat meant by the Siddhanti to be inflicted by 
the bringing forward of the ‘direct declaration.” He is met by the 
assertion (in the Bhashya), This is not possible, ete. The sense of this 
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argument of the Siddhānti is that if the Varavantiya qualified by the Revaté 
verses be taken as lai2 down (by the sentence in question) with reference 
to the sacrifice (the Agnishtut),—then, in that case, it would be necessary 
(for the sentence in question) to make a reference to that sacrifice; and 
hence as it would be merely referred to in the sentence, it could not be related 
either to the accessory or to the Result mentioned in the sentence; and as 
such the reference itself would be wholly superfluous; if, on the other hand, 
it be related to any or both of them, there would be a syntactical split. If 
again the sentence be taken as laying down a sacrifice as qualified by certain 
accessories,—then, inasmuch as there would be no reason for recognising 
this sacrifice to be the same as the Agnishfut, it could not but be admitted 
to be a distinct Action by itself. Nor could the sentence be construed ns 
‘yat pagukamo yuzéta, etc.’ —the reference being to the Result; this would 
not be possible, because as the particular result herein mentioned is not 
mentioned previously in the context, there could be no reference ta it. 

This argument also sets aside the view that the sacrifice (Agnishtut) 
is the motive cause of the Injunction of the Varavantiya. 

Thus then, inasmuch as there would be no very strong ground for 
connecting the Varavantiya with the Revatī verses (and not with tho 
other verses), the rejection of the particnlar Vayavya verses previously 
mentioned would make a deficiency in the sacrifice. 

Objection: “ Atha yagasambandho'nuvaddak, prakaranéna cangata. 
“That is to say, the result following from the Accessory, what the sen- 
“tence does is to refer to the fact, pointed out by the context, of that 
“ being subsidiary to the sacrifice.” 

It might be argued, against the Bhdshya bringing forward this objec- 
tion, that there is no difference between this objection and that brought 
forward with regard to the particular relationship of the Basis and the 
Based, that has been already refuted (see Text, page 558). 

But there is a distinct difference between the two cases. On the for- 
mer occasion, we have refuted the application, to the case in question, of 
the law laid down under Sutra (II—i—18; that is to say, that application 
could bo possible only on the recognition of the said subsidiary character, 
and hence the relationship of the Agnrishtoma-sima would become very 
easy. 

To the above objection, the Bhd@shya makes the following reply : The 
Syntax ts always more authoritative than the Context. The said relationship 
of the Basis and the Based could be accepted only when it is found to be pos- 
sible, as being in keeping with tho connection of the particular result ; but 
wo have already shown that no such connection is possible: while the rela- 
tionship of the Primary and Subsidiary (ov Whole and Part) could be pos- 
sible only by being mucluded in the Procedure of the Sacrifice: as a matter 
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of fact, however, it is not so included, as we shall show under Sétra 
Il1I—iii—11, where it is mentioned that that which is not connected, etc., 
etc., becomes included tn the Procedure,—while we find the sentence im ques- 
tion connected with a particular Result. 

Thus then, there being no incongruity, the sentence in question must 
be taken as laying down a distinct Action qualified by a particular Acces- 
sory and a definite Result. 

The following argument might here be brought forward: “Even 
“though the sentence may lay down a distinct Action, the Result would 
‘ follow from the Accessory as helped by that Action.” 

This is refuted by the well-recognised fact of the Result following 
from the sacrifice, as is distinctly indicated by the proximity of the In- 
junctive affix (with the root ‘ yajz’), as has been shown under the Bhavar- 
thadhikarana (II—i—1), wherein the two alternatives (as to the result 
following from the Accessory or the Action) have been duly considered. 
Consequently the sentence in question must be taken as forming the 
injunction of an independent Action. 

Objection: “The qualified sacrifice being the object enjoined, how 
“ could the Agnishtoma-sama, which is an Action other than that sacrifice, 
“be connected with the particular qualification (in the shape of the 
“ Varavantiya as sung in connection with the Revati verses) ? ” 

Reply: It is by direct assertion. As shown before, the assertion 
meant here is the one whose existence is cognized by mèans of indirect 
implication, in the form—‘ the connection of the Revati and the Vdrav- 
antiya is to be wrought out of the Agnishtoma-sima.’ Though as a 
matter of fact, there exists no such particular sfima named ‘ Agnish{toma,’ 
out of which the Varavantiya might be wrought out,—yet what is meant 
is that it is to be wrought out of the Yujrdyaziiiya-sdma, which is men- 
tioned in the context. Or, the expression ‘out of the Agnishtoma-sima' 
might mean that the Vadravantiya would exist in the midst of the effects 
of the Stotra (the Agnishtoma), as serving the purpose of accomplishing 
it. 

For these reasons we conclude that in the case of similar senteuces, 
tho Result would be connected with the Action. 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[A single result follows from the Saubhara and the Nidhana.] 


Stra (28): “Because of the mention of human effort in 
“ connection with the Saubhara, there must be a distinct desirable 
“result connected with the Nidhana.”’ 


From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Saubhara is the BrahmasAma 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotishfomu ; in connection 
with this we have the sentences ‘ Yudz Rathantaram,’ etc., which serve to lay 
down certain motive causes ; aud then later on, we meet with the sentence -— 
(1) ‘ Yö vrsh{tkamo yo'nnddyakamé yah svargakamak sa saubharéna stuvita’ ,— 
which mentions the three results in connection with the Saubhara which is 
a necessary accompaniment of the Jyotishfoma sacrifice, in accordance 
with the rule that all such desirable results are connected with the neces- 
sary accompaniment, because this is equally present in all cases; and it 
will be shown later on, under Sūtra IV—iii—5, that such an accompani- 
ment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and fulfils a desirable end of 
the human agent; and under Sūtra IV—iii—26, that the several results 
mentioned follow from the said necessary accompaniment, alternatively. 
Then again, with reference to the aforesaid Saubhara, we have the follow- 
ing sentence—(2) ‘ Hishitt urshtikdmaya nidhanam kuryat, tirgityannad- 
yukamiya, an iti svargakamaya.’ [' Nidhanam’ is the concluding part of 
the sdma.] l 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider 
the following question: Does the Suubhara (mentioned in the former 
sentence) bring about its result by itself, independently of the Nidhanas, 
‘hīsh’ and the rest (mentioned in sentence (2) ), which bring about sepa- 
rate results of their own (apart from that of the Saubhara),—or these 
‘hish,’ etc., have been laid down as the various instruments which, when 
employed in connection with the same aforesaid Saubhara, help it in 
bringing about the said results ? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has beon introduced here as in a way con- 
nected with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non- 
difference of Actions, the difference and non-difference of the resultant 
Apirva also forms the subject-matter of the Adhyaya, 
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Specially as the question herein introduced affects the actual per- 
formance of the Action also: for instance, at the time that the Saubhura 
has been commenced by one who wants Rain (1), would the other two 
Nidhanas (ürg and Aå) be used at the time (along with the Saubhara), 
with a desire for the other two results ( Food and Heaven), and a distinc- 
tion be made between the two desires for Rain also,—if the three results 
mentioned in the latter passage as following from the three Nidhanas were 
different from those very results mentioned in the former passage as follow- 
ing from the Saubhara itself; (2) or the latter sentence only serves to 
specify the particular Nidhunas for the same Suubhara (as leading to the 
three particular results), and hence at the time that one has commenced 
the Saubhara for the sake of raïn, he should make use of the * Hish” 
Nidhana only, the Rain mentioned (in the second sentence along with 
this Nedhana) being the same (as that mentioned previously along with 
the Suubhara) ;—-and similarly with the Saxubhara, when performed for 
the sake of Food or Heaven. 

As tothe origin of this Doubt, some people explain it as lying in 
the two peculiar constructions that the Bhdshya has put upon the sen- 
tence in question; and accordingly the question becomes reduced to a 
verbal one, viz: ‘ Are the words ‘hish, etc., connected directly with the 
words ‘ desire for rain, etc.,’ or with the word ‘ Nidhana' only ?” Though 
the word ‘ Nidhana’ is not mentioned along with ‘ary’ and ‘a,’ yet there 
is always a desire on our part to learn what these are; and through progi- 
mity they come to be recognised as ‘ Nidhunas.’ 

On the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“The ‘hish’ and the rest mentioned in the latter sentence bring 
“about distinct results of their own,—(1) because they are laid down 
“ over again, (2) because the distinct mention of the result in the latter 
“sentence could be justified only if these results were distiuct ; and (3) 
‘because this interpretation makes possible the acquisition of many 
“ more desirable results. 

“That is to say,—(1) If the results mentioned in the latter sentence 
“were the same as those that followed from the Saubhara itself, then 
‘ their repetition (in the latter sentence) would be wholly useless; be- 
“ cause in that case, there would be nothing that would be laid down by 
“the sentence in question ; because the ‘Aish’ and the rest are already 
“ known, from other Vedic texts, as the Nidhanas of the Saubhara (and the 
“only other object spoken of iu the sentence is the result, and this you 
“ tako to be the same as that previously mentioned ; and so the sentence 
“would have nothing new to say). Nor can it be urged that the 
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“ sentence in question would serve the purpose of restricting the Néedhanas 
“because these be:ug directly laid down (in other Vedic texts) as the 
‘“ Nidhanas to be employed, they can not rightly be set aside on the 
“ strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter of fact, in all 
“vases, restriction, as serving the sole purpose of setting aside something, 
“is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are indirectly im- 
“ plied, then it ig possible for the one that is directly laid down to set 
“ aside those; in the case in question, however, the use of the ‘ hish’ and 
“ the rest is not implied indirectly ; and hence the injunction of any one 
“of them cannot set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all 
“ directly laid down by the text that lays down the Saubhara ; and under 
“ the circumstances, it is scarcely right to take any one of them as set- 
“ting aside the rest, on the mere ground of a repetition actuated by an 
“Injunction ; specially when this latter admits of another explanation. 
“In accordance with onr theory, however, the use of ‘ hish’ and the rest 
“ having the capability of bringing about distinct results of their own, 
“ would be more desirable, for the agent, than those that have been men- 
“tioned as forming part of the Saubhara and thereby helping in the 
“accomplishment of the sacrifice; and on the ground of this greater 
“desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the latter. 

“ (2) The sentence in question would serve a usefal purpose, only 
‘if it laid down the relationship (causal) between the ‘ Rain,’ etc., and 
“ the ‘hish, ote., which is not laid down in any other sentence. And 
“this would also save us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘ Vrehti- 
‘“‘kamak’ as a mere qualification of the Saubhara, in a sentence which 
“ would be taken as serving to restrict the Nidhanas,—while it is quite 
“capable of being taken directly by itself (as mentioning the result 
“ following from the Nidhanas). 

“(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want n 
“ lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 
“ to urge the human agents to action. 

“For these reasons we conclude that the resnits following from the 
“ Nidhanus are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
“ Saubhara itself.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (29): Inasmuch as those mentioned in the sentence 
in question are exactly the same as those mentioned before, the 
mention of the Results would refer to the Saubhara; and the 
repetition would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas. 


To the above Parvapuksha we make the following reply— 
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SIDDHANTA (A). 


The ‘ hish’ cannot be connected with the Result, because that would 
make the mention of the nidhana wholly redundant; while if the nidhana 
be taken as connected with the Saubhara, the Result could be taken as 
qualifying the Saubhara. 

That is to say, if we were to take the sentence as-—-‘ one should bring 
about rain by means of the hish, and by that as a nidhana of the Sau- 
bhara’—, there would be a syntactical split ; for if the ‘ hish’ were not con- 
nected with the Saubhara, then the sentence would be wholly redundant. 
In accordance with our theory, there is nothing without some use; and 
out of the things spoken of in the sentence in question, the Saubhara, as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already been 
laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves ; and hence all that the 
sentence has got to lay down is the relationship between the ‘ hish,’ etc., 
and the Saubhara ; and as such there is no syntactical split. 

Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhanas. Even apart from any consideration 
of the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than the other ; as for instance, the word ‘ Saubhara’ 
applying to all parts of that sãma, it is only by indirect indication that 
all its nidhanas (hish, etc.) could be mentioned by the sentence speaking 
of the ‘ Saubhara’; while the sentence in question mentions the particular 
nidhanas directly ; and as such this latter 1s more authoritative than the 
former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the nidhanas 
implied in the former sentence). And just as that which is implied is set 
aside by that which is directly mentioned, so is also that which is indirect- 
ly indicated, Or, the sentence in question does not set aside any thing 
of the song mentioned by the word “ Saubhara’’; because all that it does 
is to lay down certain letters ‘ hish’ for instance; and as such it would set 
aside certain other letters only (and not the song itself). If the sentence 
had laid down the part of some other song, then the part of the Saubhara 
would be set aside by that ; as a matter of fact, however, the restriction of 
the nidhana only serves to preclude certain letters of the stobha (the 
sima). And as such there is no anomaly of the preclusion of that which 
has been directly laid down. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the nidhanas. 


There is something to be said against the above interpretation of 
the Adhikarana ; and this we proceed to show as follows :— 
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As for the form of the Doubt itself, there can be no such doubt; be- 
cause the constructior. of the sentence in question is wholly different from 
that on which the abovementioned Doubt has been based ; because (in the 
sentence ‘ hishili vpsh{skamaya nidhanam ’), ‘ hish’ cannot be taken along 
with ‘nidhanam,’ because of the intervention, between them, of the word 
‘vrshtitkdmaya,’ as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
‘ hish is the nidhana, etc.’ (This is the case of the above representation of 
Parvapaksha.) 

So also in the case of the above representation of the S¢ddhanta, if 
the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘hish’ with reference to the 
‘nidhana’ as qualified by ‘desire for rain, —then, inasmuch as it would 
contain a reference to a qualified object, there would be a distinct syntac- 
tical split. If it be taken as laying down the hish with reference to the 
nidhana only (not qualified by ‘ desire for rain’), then the mention of the 
Result would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all nidhanas 
has already been laid down by the mere mention of the ‘ Saubhara’ ; and 
hence no aseful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down 
such a connection only. If again, the sentence be taken as—' vrshtika- 
miya yat saubharam tasya yannidhanam tatra hish padamprayunjita’ 
(one should use the word ‘ hish’ in the nidhana of that Saubhara which is 
sung for the sake of Rain),—then, inasmuch as this would involve various 
predications, there would be a syntactical split. Though ‘desire for rain,’ 
‘Saubhara’ and its ‘ntdhanas’ have all been mentioned before, yet, inas- 
much as there are many other nidhanas present in the Saubhara, it is neces- 
sary to make an attempt to preclude these; and thereby the sentence 
would come to serve more purposes than one; and that would entail a 
syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhania, as represented above, has not quite effectu- 
ally refuted the Pirvapaksha ; as the fact of the hish, etc., being nidhanas 
is mentioned by the Veda itself. 

For the above reasons, we must explain the Adhikarava as follows :-— 

The hish being taken with the word ‘vrshtikāmāya, there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence points to its connection with the Result 
or with the Means. That is to say, the sentence being taken as ‘ hishits 
urshtikamaya,’ there arises a doubt as to whether the kish is related 
directly to the Result, or to a particular Means (in the shape of the 
Saubhara) as qualified by that Result ? 

In fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been shown in 
the Bhashya, by means of the sentences—hishiti nidhanamtti, tat phalam. 
bhavatitt. The sentence—vurshtikamayeti saubharavigéshanum (Bhāshya) 
—means that the Saubhura not being mentioned by name in the sentence 
in question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could 
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be qualified by the Result therein mentioned. The assertion—na hisha 
sambandhat—means that the hish has no connection with the form of the 
result. 

And then, inasmuch asthe position of the Purvapaksha based upon 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 


PORVAPAKSHA (B). 


“If every one of the nidhanas were restricted with reference to the 
“ Saubhara as engaged in fulfilling its own function,—then, inasmuch 
“as the Injunction of the hish and the rest would be established by the 
“ very fact of these being brought forward by the collective Injunction of 
“ the sacrifice in question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
“ them (in the sentence in question), No such collective Injunction, how- 
“ ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the hish 
“ with the particular Result ; and as such, in giving expression to this rela- 
“ tionship, the sentence would be serving a distinctly useful purpose. 

“And further, the word ‘ vrshtikamaya’ having directly mentioned 
“the human agent concerned,—it is only natural that when this agent 
“ comes to look for the means of accomplishing that Result, this want is 
“supplied by the mention of ‘hish’, ete. Otherwise (if the result be- 
“longed to the Saubhura, then) this Saubhara could be mentioned as the 
“means sought after, only through indirect Indication, based upon the 
“fact of its occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing 
“ about the Result in question. And certainly there can beno ground for 
“having recourse tosuch an indirect Indication (so long as the want is 
“ found to be supplied by means of direct Assertion). 

“ This representation of the Parvapaksha appears to have been intended 
“ by the Bhdshya, as is shown by the sentence—tathtcrutilakshand a 
«cc Ca, ” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


The Siddhanta, in that case, would be represented as follows :— 

The previous sentence having spoken of a certain Result as following 
from the Saubhara as a whole, what the sentence in question does is to 
restrict the particular nidhanas of the Saubhara with reference to each 
one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of the results in the 
previous latter sentence is a reference to the very same results mentioned 
in the sentence). 

That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sentence 
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in question are distinctly recognised as being the same as those mentioned 
previously in connection with the Suubhara as a whole,—we can never 
believe them to be distinct resulte (following from the particular Ni- 
dhanas). 

To the question—“ Why then should there be a repetition ? "—the 
answer is—Nidhandrtha punahkgrutif (the repetition is for the purpose of 
restricting the Nzdhanas ). 

Question: “ Why should not the Hish, etc., be taken as connected with 
“the Results mentioned in the same sentence with themselves ? ” 

Answer: Just asin the previous Adhikaranu (II—ii—27) the Varavatiya 
was found not to obtain its desired substrate in the ‘ Sacrifice, —so, in the 
case in question also, the Mish, etc., do not obtain their proper receptacle 
in the Results. That is to say, if we take the sentence as meaning that 
‘one should accomplish the particular result by means of the Hish,’—we 
‘are at once led to look for the substrate, resting upon which the Hish would 
accomplish that Result, And then, the ‘Saubhara, that happens to be 
mentioned in the Context, cannot be cognised as the required substrate ; 
because it is the whole sma that is expressed by the word ‘ saubhara’; and 
certainly the whole sama cannot be accomplished by means of the ‘ Hish,’ 
in the same manner as the Homa is accomplished by means of the Dadhs ; 
because the Dadhi is capable of extending over the whole of the Homa, 
while the ‘ Hish’ cannot extend over the whole of the Suubhara; which is 
made up of many letters ; and so long as the ‘ Hish’ does not accomplish 
the Saubhura, there cannot be any such relationship between them as that 
of the Basis and the Bused. What the ‘ Hish’ can accomplish, by pervading 
over it, is the Nidhana ; but that does not form the subject of the Context ; 
aud as such, it could not be the required substrate (of the ‘ Hish’), except on 
the authority of the syntax (of the sentence in question). And thus, the 
sentence itself serving the purpose of pointing out the relationship (of the 
‘Hish’) with the result as its substrate,—there would be a distinct syn- 
tactical split. 

So also, if we take the sentence as laying down the relationship of the 
‘Hi-h with reference to every one of the Nidhanas, then, that would set 
aside the Context, and make the ‘ Hish’ counocted with all the Samus ; and 
then it would be necessary, somehow or other, to specify the Sdma as the 
‘Saubhara’ ; and this would require a deal of mental effort. 

Then again, even though the ‘Hish’ could be the means of accomplish- 
ing the Saubhara, through one of its parts,—yet inasmuch as the Suubhara 
consists of many parts, it is not quite clear where the ‘Hish’ is to be put in. 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, the accomplishment. of the Nidhana, 
which is a pait of the Saubhura, does not accomplish the Saubharu itself 
that forms the subject of the Context, because the part is not known as 
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the Suubhara ; and we have already shown above that the Saubhara 
would be taken as the substrate of the ‘ Hish’, in whatever way it could 
be found to be capable of being such a substrate. But even if we grant 
the fact of its being the substrate,—-inasmuch as the Saubhara is made up 
of many such parts as the ‘ Prastdva’ and the like, it is not quite known 
in which part the ‘ Hish’ is to be inserted ; specially as it cannot be said 
to be inserted in the Prast@va, in accordance with the law laid down 
under Sūtra XI1—ii—23; because in that case it could not be referred 
to as ‘ Nidhana’ (which is the concluding part of the Sdma). 

The following argument might be brought forward: ‘In the case of 
“the Ukthyas (Hymns) laid down for the sake of certain results, we find 
“that they have their substrate in the Jyotishtoma, whichis pointed out by 
“ the Context, and over the whole of which they do not extend ; and though 
“it has many constituent parts, yet the said Hymns are, in accordance 
‘‘ with another text, always placed at the end; and in the same manner, 
“in the case in question also, the ‘ Hish’ and the rest, laid down for the 
“ sake of certain results, would have the Saubhara for their substrate; and 
“ therein their position would be fixed by the Veda itself as the end of the 
“« Säma; and it would be this their character of ‘ Nidhana ’ that would be 
“ referred to in the sentence in question.” 

To this we make the following reply: What you say is not possible ; 
because in the case of the Hymns, inasmuch as they could not be employed 
at any other place, their position was fixed ; as for the ‘ Hish’ on the other 
hand, it is capable of occupying many positions ; and hence it is not quite 
surely indicated at which place it should be inserted. That is to say, 
as for the Hymns, inasmuch as they are never found in any other place, 
and are something superphysical, it is only right that they are never in- 
serted in the midst of the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, we have never found 
them occupying any other place ; and so long as their position is not as- 
certained, their true form cannot be ascertained, nor can they be connected 
with any result; and if they existed anywhere else, they could not be spoken 
of as ‘ Ukthya,’ which is a name applied in accordance with the form (of the 
Sama); and as for the particular position that is pointed out by another 
sentence, itis not found to help the sacrifice in any way ; and as such that 
position comes to be taken along with the mention of the particular 
Results ; and hence it comes to be recognized as helping in the accom- 
plishment of those resnlts. In the casein question, however, the natural 
position of the ‘ Hish’ pointed out by the Veda has been mentioned by the 
Injunction of the Saubhara as helping the sacrifice and also as helping 
the accomplishment of a desirable result for the human agent; and in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as the ‘Hish’ is Inid down independently by 
itself, with regard to the particular result, there is nothing to show 
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whether it (the ‘ Hish’) is to be used in ordinary parlance, or in a Vedic 
sentence, or in another Cama, or in another part of the Sama, or in that 
part of the Sama which occurs in the Context. If the ‘Hish’ were recog- 
nised as laid down in connection with that (part of the Saubhara) which 
forms the subject of the Context, then, inasmuch as the place of this 
part is already known, there would be no doubt as to the exact posi- 
tion of the ‘ Hish.’ 

Objection: “ As the word is one and the same, the word ‘ Hish’ that 
“ would be used in the case in question would be the same as that em- 
‘‘ ployed in ordinary parlance ; and as such to whatsoever the ‘ Hish’ may 
“be cognised as pertaining, it would always occupy the same posi- 
“ tion.” 

Reply: This cannot be; because, even though the word be one only, 
it has a diversity of potencies, as with reference to the purpose served by 
it; and hence the position that the word occupies at one time, could not bo 
the same at another time, when the purpose served by it would be wholly 
different, That is to say, the mere fact of the word being one does not 
lead to the conclusion that the position in which it has been found to be 
effective, in one place, would be its position in all cases; for certainly the 
position occupied by Devadatta while taking his food is not the same as 
that occupied. by him when fighting; as the particular position that a 
thing would occupy depends upon the purpose to be served, and not upon 
the form of the thing itself; and the form remains always the same, what- 
ever the position may be. Consequently, when the purposes to be served 
are different, a single thing comes to occupy different positions. So, in the 
case in question, the position of the ‘ Hish’, as helping the accomplishment 
of the Satbhara, cannot be believed to be the same as that occupied by it 
while accomplishing a desirable result for the human agent. 

Objection: “As a matter of fact the Hish, in both cases, serves to 
“accomplish the desirable result of a human agent; and it is only by tho 
“way that it helps also in the accomplishment of the Saubhara (and thus 
“the purpose remaining the same, there would be no difference in the 
“ position).” 

Reply: Itis not so; because before the particular position of the 
‘ Htsh’ has been duly ascertained, the Saubhara cannot be laid down as 
accomplished by it; and then, what you say would involve a mutual inter- 
dependence: the position of the Hish being ascertained by the fact of its 
helping in the accomplishment of the Saubhara, and this latter fact being 
based upon that position of the Hish. 

Objection: “Just asin the Abhyuditéshfi, even though the madhyama- 
‘‘tandula, etc., are mentioned, yet the ¢ardula that is used is the same 
“that has been mentioned in the Context,---so, in the case in qnestion 
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“also, the Hish, etc., would be taken as those referring to that (Saubhara) 
“ which is mentioned in the Context.” 

Reply: What you say is quite proper in the case of the Abhyudztéshtz ; 
firstly, because we find the tandula that is mentioned above to be referred 
to by the sentences mentioning the connection of Deities, which supply the 
element wanting in the sentence containing the word ‘ Vibhdajutz,’ which 
distinctly points to that which has been mentioned in the Context; and 
secondly, because the division of the Madhyama, etc., which are mentioned 
by means of the word ‘ Yat ’, does not give rise to any idea apart from that 
of the tandula mentioned in the Context; and hence no other tapdula 
is taken up. In the case in question, however, we find none of these 
reasons applying to the case of Hish, etc.,and hence there is nothing to 
set aside the idea obtained through the ordinary method of comprehen- 
sion. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the sentence cannot be as 
the Pūrvapakshi explains, we offer another explanation. 

When, look howsoever much we do, we do not find any relationship 
of the Result directly mentioned (in the sentence in question), then, in 
order to save the Direct Denotation of the sentence from being rejected, we 
take it as referring to the means of accomplishing the mentioned results, 
which have been previously spoken of in the Context ; and hence the mean- 
ing of the sentence comes to be this: ‘The word hish is subsidiary to the 
means of accomplishing the Rain, etc., that have been mentioned in the 
Context.’ The word ‘ vrshiikdma’ in this sentence pointing to that ‘ vrsti- 
kama’ which has been mentioned before, comes to indicate only the Sau- 
bharu, as the means of accomplishing itself, and nothing else; nor is it 
cognised as indicating the means of the accomplishment of any other result. 
And even though the ‘ Hish, etc., may have been already laid down (as 
part of the Saubhara), yet the sentence in question would serve the dis-. 
tinctly useful purpose of restricting the Nidhanas, as has already been ex- 
plained above (under Siddhdnta, A). And these, ‘hish,’ etc., would be 
restricted by the sentence in question, exactly in the same form as that in 
which they are implied by the Saubhara; and (this form being that of the 
Nidhana), their character of Nidkana, becoming accomplished even 
without the actual mention of the word ‘nidhana,’ it is this character that 
is merely referred to in the sentence in question (thus there being no 
occasion for any syntactical split), This is what is shown in the Bhashya 
— urshiikamayu saubharamastyeva, etc., etc. 


This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two of the foregoing Adhi- 
karanas, viz., that the result follows from the Accessory (Il—ii—26), and 
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that it follows from the Action and not from the Accessory (II—ii—27). 
Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in question does not lay 
down the Result, but only indicates the ‘Hish, etc., as part of the Saub- 
hara leading to the aforesaid results, 

The syntactical split that had been urged against us, would have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the Hish, etc.) 
or if we took the Nidhana as directly qualifying the Saubhara. As a matter 
of fact, however, we do none of these; as we hold the relationship to exist 
between the Hish and the word ‘ urshtikama’; and the fact of the Nidhana 
being the qualification of Saubhara, we deduce from the Context; and 
certainly the peculiarities deduced from the Context do not cause a 
syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does not 
quite apply to us. 


[ SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA.] 


There is yet another point to be considered, in this connection: (1) 
Does the sentence in question serve to restrict the Hish, ete., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, etc., in the shape of the Saubhara: 
in whatever Rescension of the Veda the S@ma may be found to appear P or 
is the Saubhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form in 
which it appears in that Rescension wherein it is found with the Hish as 
its Nidhana? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas—Urg and Un. 

And on this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Ag all the Saubharas appearing in the thousand Rescensions of the 
“ Samavéda are recognised as optional alternatives, what the sentence in 
“ question does is merely to restrict the Hish, etc., with regard to the Desire 
“for Rain, etc., (the Saubhara being of any Rescension of the Samaveda).”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: As a general rule, the 
song to be employed for the sake of Rain, etc., must be of that particular 
Rescension in which that song appears with those particular Nidhanas. 

Because in order that the form of the song may not be utterly destroyed, 
one song is never connected with the parts of another song ; and hence what 
is recognised as the alternative to be employed is the whole of the song 
(together with its N¢dkana and other parts); and as such all its restrictions 
should always follow the way in which it appears in the Veda. 

That is to say, the form of a Sdma is ascertained wholly from the 
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Veda; and hence even the very slightest difference made in its text makes 
it wholly unrecognisable as the same. Consequently if the Nidhana of one 
Rescension were to be employed in the song of another Rescension, the 
song itself would become wholly changed. Nor are any modifications of 
the song allowable, except in cases where we have a direct Vedic declara- 
tion of such modification—as in the case of the word ‘girā’ being 
changed into ‘airam’; and also becanse of the possibility of the con- 
tradiction being avoided by taking up the song of the same Rescension, 
there would be nothing to warrant the modification; as in all cases we 
admit of the modification, only on the ground of the original form being 
impossible to be used. In the case in question, however, we have a 
distinct song (wherein the Nidhana is quite compatible) ; and hence it is 
with regard to this song of the Saubhara with the Nidhanas ‘ Hish,’ 
etc., that it appearing doubtful as to which of the Nidhanas is to be em- 
ployed, the sentence in question serves to restrict the use of each Nidhana. 
And as the many alternatives conceived of are all in the form of the 
whole Sama (Saubhara, as with the one or the other Nidhana), and not 
in that of its parts, there can be no room for the Nidhana peculiar to 
other Rescensions. And the sentence in question restricting the part 
(Nidhana), the whole of the Sama becomes restricted thereby (as the 
restriction of the part cannot be possible without the whole being affected 
at the same time); just as when the Pupil is enjoined to eat out of a 
Kansya vessel, and that too of the food left by his Teacher, it becomes 
necessary for the Teacher also to eat in a vessel of the same metal (as 
otherwise the Pupil could not eat of the food left by him in the Kdnsya 
vessel), 

The sentence in question is capable of yet another interpretation. 
The sentence lays down the mere relationship between the Saubhara and 
the Hish, both of which have been mentioned previously,—the construction 
of the sentence being: ‘yat urshtikAamaya saubharam, yacca hishityevam 
nidhanam, tadékatra sampadaniyam.’ 

Thus then, we conclude that the sentence serves to restrict the use of 
the whole Saubhara-stma (with reference to the various results). 


eee ee 


THUS ENDS THE SECOND PADA OF ADHAYA II, 


ADHYAYA II. 


Pipa III. 


ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Grahdgrata is subsidiary to the Jyotishtoma. | 


Sitra (1): “The Accessory, being in connection with the 
"Sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the con- 
nection is in its entirety.” 


In connection with the Jyot/shtoma, from among the various alternative 
Samas, the Brhadrathantara has been laid down as the means of accom- 
plishing the particular Hymn (Prshtha) ; and then we find the sentence— 
‘Yadt Rathantarasdma somah syt aindravdyavdgrain grahan grhniyat, 
yads Brhatsdma gukrdgran’ (‘If the Soma is connected with tho 
Rathantara sama, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels 
dedicated to Indra and Vayu, etc., ete., etc. °). 

And in connection witk. these two sentences, there arises the following 
question with regard to the Action with its Accessory, that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence: Is it an action distinct from the Jyotishtoma, or is it 
the same Jyotishtoma mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sac- 
rifice, as characterised by the Ruthantara Sama ? 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the following 
question— Is the Rathantura related to the sacrifice in its entirety (i.e., is 
the Ruthantara the only Sama to be used at it) P or is it related by mere 
existence (i.e., the Rathantara is one of the many used in the sacrifice) f 

And this leads us to yet another question—Is the Rathantura ac- 
cepted as qualified by the Sacrifice, or the Sacrifice as qualified by the 
Ruthantara ? 

Objection: ‘‘ Inasmuch as the presence of the word ‘yadi’ distinctly 
“ points out the Ruthantara as a conditional motive, and as that forms 
“ the subject of the proposition, there could be no relation of the quali- 
‘* fication (between the Sacrifice and the Rathantara).” 
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Reply: The Rathantara could be taken as a conditional motive, only if 
it had been mentioned elsewhere, in the form that it is cognised as having 
in the case in question. When, however, such a Rathantara has not been 
mentioned elsewhere, we must admit its injunction by means of the sen- 
tence in question, And then, if the Jyoteshtoma were always of the same 
character as that which is mentioned in the sentence in question, as having 
the conditional character, then, in that case, the mention of it in the 
sentence in question could be taken as serving the purpose of laying down 
an accessory detail for the same Jyotishtoma; if, on the other hand, the 
Jyotishtoma is not of that character, then it would be necessary to impose 
upon it that character, and then make it serve as the condition. That, 
without whose relationship the conditional character does not appear, be- 
comes the qualifier of the Condition also ; as it will be declared under the 
Artyadhikarana (VI—iv—22, 23) that ‘ we can allow of a qualification by 
the material offered’ (Bha., p. 683). And thus there would be no anomaly 
in the form of the reference being made to a qualified object (as the refer- 
ence would be to the object only). 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, in connec- 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows: The action mentioned 
in the sentence in question is none other than the Jyotish{oma itself—(1) 
because the presence of the Rathantara Sama, as also that of the Brhat 
Sama, is mentioned by another sentence; (2) because the word ‘yadi’ 
distinctly points to the conditional character, which depends upon the pre- 
vious mention of that which is laid down as the condition ; (3) because 
the particular precedence of the vessel is included in the collective sentence 
laying down the whole procedure of the Action collectively ; (4) because the 
Accessory mentioned in the sentence is not set aside by any other Acces- 
sory mentioned more authoritatively elsewhere; specially so, in accord. 
ance with the Satra II—ii—16. 

In opposition to this position of the Siddhanta, we proceed to put 
forward the Parvapaksha as embodied in the sūtra :— 


PURVAPAKSBA. 
“ The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a distinct Action 
“ because a compound is possible, only when the words compounded have 
“a certain capability ; and this capability is held to exist in the qualifying 
“ Sama ; and the qualification serves to differentiate the object qualified; 
“while in the Jyotishtoma, we do not find the Rathantara differentiating 
“the sacrifice (by precluding all other Sdmas). 
“ It has been explained above, under Sūtra II—ii—23, that it is only 
“ when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected with the pre- 
‘viously mentioned action, that it serves to differentiate the Action 
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“ mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before. In the case in 
“ question, however, we fiad that the existence of the object expressed by the 
‘“ Bahuvriht compound —‘ Rathantarasdma’ — is pointed out, by the word 
“ ‘yadi’, as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel) ; and the charac- 
“ ter of the condition is not found to belong to the emistence of the mere 
“ Rathantara ; as that has only a subordinate position in the compound 
“ (being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the compound). 
“ Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Itathantara to be 
“ qualified by the Sacrifice, — we could not very well take the existence of 
“ the Rathantara as the condition. Nor is it possible for the Sama ( Rathan- 
“ lara) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice; because that (Samu) exists 
“ elsewhere also. It could bave been so differentiated, if the Ruthantara 
“ was the Sama peculiar to the Sacrifice in question alone ; but as a matter 
“ of fact, this is not so. 

“Therefore we must take the compound as expressing the fact of 
“the Rathantara being the only Sama connected with the particular sacrifice ; 
“and inasmuch as we do not find either the Jyotishfoma, or any other 
“ sacrifice, connected with that Sdma only, the presence of the mere 
“ Rathantara could not be the condition of any such sacrifice. 

‘Thus then, having to renounce all notion of condition, we find the 
“word ‘ Rathantara,dma’ to be inexplicable; and from this apparent 
‘inconsistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an alto- 
“ gether distinct Action, at which the Ruthantara would be the only 
“Sama employed. Specially as that distinct Action is quite capable of 
“being performed. And the mere existence of the Ruthantara can- 
“not be a qualification; as it does not extend over the whole of the 
“sacrifice ; and not being a qualification, it cannot have the capability, 
“(of being compounded) ; and without the ecnpability, there can be no 
“compound ; but as a matter of fact, we find the Samdsa actually present 
“in the case in question ; consequently the Action mentioned in the sen- 
“tence is not recognised as being the same us the one mentioned before. 

‘‘Question: ‘ Wherefore should we not take the Jyotishtoma itself, as 
“ having, in one alternative case, the Rathantara Sdma only ? ’ 

“ Answer: It cannot be taken in this way ; because such an assump- 
“tion would be a direct contradiction of the Injunction of other Sdmas 
‘mentioned in connection with the Hymns directly laid down with 
“regard to the Jyottshtoma. The Rathantara stma, though mentioned 
“ag eonnected with the Sacrifice, is found to be of no use in the 
“ nerformance of the Sacrifice itself; and hence, in accordance with the 
“ Sutra III —i—18, comes to be indirectly taken along with the Hymns 
“(sung at the Sacrifice) ; while the Gdyatra and the other Samas are laid 
“down directly in connection with those Hymnus ; and as such the presence 
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“of these latter is more authoritative than that of the Ruthantara 
“ (whose presence is only implied indirectly), When, however, the sentence 
“ is taken as laying down a distinct Sacrifice, it would directly lay down 
“the Ruthantara as related to that Sacrifice ; and as such in this case the 
“ Ruthantara would be more authoritative than the other Sdmas, which are 
“all mentioned along with the original Injunction ; and so in this case 
“ there is nothing incongruous in the mention of the Bathantara. 

“ Thus too, the word ‘ RathantarasGéma’ being taken as referring to 
“ something distinct from that which is denoted by the words (‘ Rathan- 
“ tura’ and ‘ sama’ ) themselves, —the presence of the Bahuvrihi compound 
“ would become justified; as the predominant factor in that compound 
“is always something apart (from that denoted by the component 
“ words). Otherwise (¢t.e., if the Rathantara be taken as the qualification 
“ of the previous sacrifice) the compound in question would have to be 
“ taken as pertaining to the subordinate element (as the qualifying ad- 
“junct always occupies the subordinate position in a Bahuvrihi com- 
“ pound ; just as in the case of the compound ‘lohitoshnishak’ (in the 
“ sentence ‘ lohttoshnisha rtvijah pracaranti, where all the otber factors 
“ being found to have been previously mentioned, the sentence is taken 
“as laying down only the redness of the turban). 

“Tf again, the word ‘ Rathantarasima’ be construed along with 
“the sentence that lays down the Precedence of the particular vessels, 
“ — then, there would be two diverse Injunctions, that of the 
“ Rathantara and that of the Precedence ; and hence they could be aecom- 
“ plished through the Injunction of an altogether fresh Bhdvand (of a 
“ distinct Sacrifice). The expression ‘somah sydt,’ through the extreme 
“ proximity of the two words, would directly point to the fact of the 
“ Soma being something to be brought about; while the accomplishment 
“ of the fact of the Sacrifice having the Ruthantara sama, could, at best, be 
“ assumed only indirectly. And in accordance with our view, all that the 
“word ‘somah’ would do would be to point out that the new Sacrifice 
“(laid down in the sentence in question) is only a modification of the 
“ Jyotishtoma ; specially as the word ‘somah ’ distinctly points to the pri- 
“ mary original of the Sacrifice in question. 

“ Hence we conclude that the sentence in question is the Injunction 
“ of a distinct Action. 

“This is what is shown in the Bhdshya, by means of the sentence— 
“ vadi Rathantarasimétyasya ko'rthak, etc., etc., etc,’ 

“Ag for the particular precedence of the vessels, it would apper- 
“tain to the other Action (laid down by the sentence), either by means of 
‘syntactical connection, or by the sub-context, Though the intervening 
“ component sentences have no authority, in the face of the whole taken as 
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“one compound-complex sentence, yet uo useful purpose being found to 
“ be served by that complete sentence as a whole, no significance can he 
“attached to it; and as such the having recourse to the intervening com- 
“ponent sentences could not adversely affect the Injunctive potency in 
“ question. 

“With a view to the fact of completing a certain factor (viz., that 
“ which forms the denotation of the Bahuvriht compound) by supplying 
“its deficiencies being more reasonable than its rejection, the Bhashya 
“adds—atha vā yadi icchéta, etc. (if one desires, etc.) ; because, the 
“element of Desire is always implied by the fact of the Action being 
“ something to be performed, the supplying of this element in the sen- 
“ tence in question must be accepted as authoritative, and not a mero 
“ gratuitous assumption. 

“ In consideration of the fact, that in comparison with this supply- 
“ing from without (of the element of Desire), it would be far sim ler to 
“ accept the indirect function of the word itself as taken with another 
“word removed from it by certain steps, as this would entail only the 
“ disregarding of the property (proximity) of words (and leave the words 
‘‘intact),—the Bhashya takes up another position, by citing the instance 
“of such sentences as ‘yadi gdlim bhunjita tatra dadhyupasincéla ’ 
“(that is to say, just as this sentence is accepted as laying down tho 
“eating of Cali, so, the sentence in question may be taken as laying 
“down the fact of the Soumu-sacrifice having the Rathantara for its 
“ Sama. 

“The opponent, however, retorts by putting forward the fact of the 
“corroborating Instance itself not being duly established—‘ How does the 
“eating of Cali come to be laid down by that sentence ? ’ 

“The answer is that the said laying down would be got at by invert- 
“ing the order of the sentence, which really means that—‘if one wants 
“to mix curd with his food, he should eat Cali’; that is to say, the ‘ Lin’ 
“ (Injunctive) affix in ‘ vpansincéta’ is taken as having the force of the 
“ Desiderutive, in accordance with Panini’s siittra—‘ kamupravedané, etc.’ 
“(III—iii—153). 

“And in accordance with this constiuction, the meaning of the sen- 
“ tence in question comes to be this: ‘If one wishes to accord precedence 
“ to the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vāyn, he should perform the sacrifice 
“at which Rathantara is the Sima employed.’ And thus the real Injunctive- 
“ ness comes to belong to the two words ‘ Somak syat,’ apart from the 
“ conditional ‘if’ (t yadi’). And though in this case the word ‘ grhniyidt 
‘is deprived of its direct injunctiveness, yet, being taken as serviug the 
‘‘ purpose of denoting ‘desire,’ it would, in reality, come ‘to serve the pur- 
‘ pose of the Injunctive also; inasmuch as one always does what he desires 
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“Or, it may be that the Injunctive (in ‘ grhniyaé’) lays down the prece- 
“ dence of the particular vessel, as desired by the agent. 

“The Bhashya puts forward yet another explanation, in consideration 
“of the fact that the following explanation does not require any such 
“indirect and remote constructions as necessitated by the foregoing 
“ explanation. The explanation is put forward by the Bhashya, in. the 
“ sentence—The Injunctive afiæ denotes the causal relationship, in accord- 
“ance with the laws of Panini. That is to say, (1) the Injunctive in 
*** Somak syat’? denotes the Qause, while that in ‘ grhaiyait’ denotes pure 
“ Injunction itself; and the sense of the sentence, in that case, comes to 
“be this:—One should hold the vessel with due precedence of those 
“ dedicated to Indra and Vayu, as caused by that Soma-sacrifice which em- 
“ ploys the Rathantara sdma; andas this latter Sacrifice could not serve the 
“ purposes of the Cause, until it is itself duly accomplished, the injunc- 
“ tion of its performability also comes to be implied in the sentence ;—(2) 
“or, the Injunctive in ‘ grkniyat’ may be taken as denoting the effect (that 
“which is caused), that in ‘ sya¢’ being taken as denoting the Injunction ; 
“ though in this case, the Soma-sacrifice would not be directly mentioned 
“as the Cause, yet its causal character would be implied by its proximity 
“with the effect (as mentioned in ‘yrhniyat’), and the meaning of 
“the sentence would thus come to be that—one should perform the 
“ sacrifice, as being the cause of the according of a particular precedence to 
“ the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vayu. 

“The various alternative theories here put forward are summed up 
“in the following verse: 

“ (1) The rejection of the conditional ‘yadi’; (2) the supplying of the 
“ element of ‘ Desire’; (3) the inverting of the construction of the two parts 
“of the sentence; and (4) the taking of the Injunctive Afiæ as denoting the 
“ causal relutvonship. 

“ As every one of these theories will be of use in the Siddhānta of the 
“next Adhikarana (dealing with Avéshti), they have been explained 
“ here in detail. 

“ Then again, it is a general rule that the Cause itself must be a duly 
“established entity before it serves to bring about the effect; and in the 
“ case in question, we find that the presence of the Rathantara is not quite as 
“ well established as the existence of the Sacrifice itself. That is to say, 
“ the precedence of the holding of the vessels occurs in connection with 
“the Morning Libation, while the Rathantara sãma is sung at the Midday 
“ Libation ; and so inasmuch as this Sama itself would not be a duly 
“ accomplished entity in the morning, it could not be the cause or condi- 
“ tion of the said precedence ; because in this case the word ‘condition,’ 
‘““aimitta,’ is equivalent to ‘cause.’ For us, on the other hand (who hold 


GRAHAGRATA IS SUBSIDIARY TO JYOTISITTOMA. sil 


“the sentence to lay down a distinct sacrifice), there is no need of any 
“guch ‘ condition’ or cause ; or even if we require such a cause, the sacri- 
“ fice itself would serve as the cause or ‘ condition ’ required ; and the sacri- 
“fice will be an established entity from the very beginning (and so there 
“would be nothing incongruous in its serving as the ‘condition’ of a 
“ certain detail in connection with the Morning Libation). 

“ Lastly, inasmuch as the Jagat-siima does not appear in the Jyotish- 
“toma—as will be shown under Sūtra X-v-58,—the Soma-sacrifice, men- 
“tioned in the sentence as having this sama, cannot but be admitted to 
“be wholly distinct from the Jyotishfoma ; and, consequently, the case of 
“ the Soma-sacrifices with the other Samas (Rathantara and the rest) being 
“exactly similar to that of the one with the Jagat.saima, we cannot but 
“ admit those also to be wholly distinct from the Jyotishtoma. 

“ And hence we conclude that the whole of the sentence in question 
“lays down a distinct Sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Siutra (2).—The same Action having diverse characteristics, 
these could be mentioned for a certain purpose,—the Action being 
one only, on account of the sentence (in question) being sub- 
sidiary (to the previous sentence). 


On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the pre- 
sent 'Adhikarana, we conclude that the sentence in question merely lays 
down accessory details for the previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. (1) Because it is the same sacri- 
fice of the Jyotishtoma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Samas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condi- 
tion of the precedence to be accorded to one or the other of the vessels ; 
aud inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to the foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and hence 
the Sacrifice in question is believed to be one and one only, (2) Or, be- 
cause of the fact of the Hathantara, etc., being laid down in the sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is the Jyotishtoma sacrifice that is laid 
down as having these Samas, mentioned in sentences that are subsidiary 
to the original Injunction of the Jyotishtoma; and, consequently, the 
Action mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than the 
Jyotishtoma, which, therefore, is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
two sentences. 

Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the Rathantara sdma does not serve to 
“ differentiate the sacrifice in question, and as a qualification it stands in 
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“need of other Sämas, the compound ‘Rathantara-sāmā’ is altogether 
“impossible.” 

Reply: That which applies to a thing only partially is also found to 
be accepted as qualifying it by its mere existence (and not by differentiating 
it from others) ; and in the case in question, that is held to be the con- 
dition which appears as the qualified at the time that the compound is 
broken up (i.e., the compound is broken up as ‘ yatsambandhi Rathantara- 
sma sak,’ the qualified in this case is the Soma sacrifice, and there is 
nothing objectionable in the fact of this sacrifice forming the condi- 
tion). 

That is to say, if it were such that one Rathantara existed in the 
Jyotishtoma always, and that always in the company of another sãma, 
then it might not have served to differentiate it; as a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find the Jyotishfoma being performed even without the Rathun- 
tara; and hence the presence of Rathantara can very well serve the purposes 
of a qualification differentiating this performance of the Jyotishtoma from 
that in which the Rathantara is not used. If there be no notion of a ‘ quali- 
fication’ without the intensifying word ‘va’ (7.¢., if unless the qualifica- 
tion spoken of be specified as the only one possible, it be not cognised as a 
qualification), then too, we could explain the conditional clause as ‘ yadi 
Euthantara-sdma astyéva,’ And inasmuch asthe Bahuvrihi contains with- 
in itself the force of the Possessive affix, which latter includes the 
factor of existence, the assumption of the intensifying ‘éva’ would 
not be wholly unfounded. Or, the word ‘gva’ might be inserted after 
‘sama,’ the clause being explained as ‘yadi Rathantaram stimaivasya bha- 
vati’; and in this case the force of the word ‘éva’ may be explained in 
the following manner: Though the Rathantara is always sama, yet when 
it is not employed ina certain sacrifice, then, so far as that sacrifice is 
concerned, not helping it in the manner of a sma, it is as good as not-sãma ; 
while when the Rathantara does exist in a sacrifice, then it is spoken of as 
‘sama’; for the character of ‘ s@ma’ meant in the clause in question must 
be taken as depending upon its presence, or otherwise, in the sacrifice ; 
otherwise, if the mere form of the Hathantara, independently by itself, 
were meant, then the use of the word ‘ sama’ again (in the word ‘ Rathan- 
tara-simad) would be a useless repetition. 

Nor, so far as the Jyotishtoma is concerned, is the Rathantara depen- 
dent upon other sãmas ; and as such there would be nothing incongruous 
in the compound in question. Because such dependence is found in cases 
where many sãmas are mentioned by means of a single Dvandva compound 
as appertaining toa single Hymn. In a case (like the present), however, 
where each s#ma is mentioned separately, as accomplishing a distinct 
Hymn, the instrumentality of each towards such accomplishment is wholly 
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independent ; and there is no harm done to this instrumentality (by such 
independence), 

Or, it may be that, inasmuch as the word ‘sama’ is a mere repeti- 
tion, it isto be taken as indicating the Hymn accomplished by means of 
the sama ; and hence the compound indicates the Stotra (Hymn) that is 
brought about by the Ruthuntara (and as such there is no dependence 
upon other Hymns). 

Or again, it may be that, inasmuch as the Brhut and the Rathantara 
are spoken of in the same sub-Context, and are endowed with secondary 
functions, they are opposed to each other; and as such, vying with each 
other,—inasmuch as both have the same character of being references to 
the existing state of things,—they serve the purpose, independently of all 
other Samas, of precluding each other (from being employed at the Joyotish- 
toma), and thereby attaining to the character of a qualification. And 
in this way there is nothing incongruous in taking the Sacrifice qualified 
by the Rathantara as the condition (of the particular precedence of certain 
vessels), 

Or, lastly, we can admit the Rathantara itself, as qualified by the Sacri- 
fice, to be the condition laid down. 

Objection: “ But as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is not cognised 
“as being qualified by the sacrifice.” 

Reply : True, it is not so recognised ; but when, as you hold, the sacri- 
fice is not cognised as qualified by the Rathantara, because of the fact of 
this latter not extending over the whole of the sacrifice,—then, on expound- 
ing the compound (in ‘ Rathantarasima’) as ‘ Ruthantaramasya simu’, we 
find the relationship of the Qualified and the Qualification reversed; and 
certainly there could be nothing wrong in the cognition of this relation- 
ship ; and thus inasmuch as in the expounding, the ‘ sacrifice’ would have 
the genitive ending, it would be cognised as the qualification (as in ‘ Rajiiak 
purushak’, the Raja is the qualifying factor). And this would be the 
sense desired to be conveyed, because of the impossibility of the sacrifice 
having the character of the Quulzfied, as pointed out by the compound at 
first sight. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is present, in its natural 
form, in other sacrifices also, yet the mere fact of its presence in the 
Jyotishtoma would be enough to point it out as its qualification. Because, 
as a rule, for one thing to be recognised, in a sentence, as the qualification 
of another, all that is necessary is that, in that particular sentence it should 
be mentioned as a property peculiar to that object,—and not that it should 
always belong to that object alone; for if it were so, then, ‘ blue’ could not 
be cognised as qualifying the ‘lotus,’ or ‘ possessed by Devadatta’ as 
qualifying the “ Cow ” ; as throughout the world, the Cow is not the object 
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possessed by Devadatta ; and so too the property ‘ blue’ does not belong to 
the lotus alone; so that, according to you, these two could not be spoken 
of as qualifications. 

On the other hand, if the recognition of one thing as the qualifica- 
tion of another depended upon the fact of its really belonging to that 
object alone, then such a relationship would never be sought to be ex- 
pressed in words; for certainly there is no use of mentioning such a 
qualification as that ‘the Fireis hot’. Therefore all that we should accept 
as the means of such recognition is the fact of the property being men- 
tioned, in that sentence, as belonging to that object alone. 

This condition we find fulfilled in the case in question ; because in the 
sentence in question what is meant to be spoken of as the condi- 
tion of the particular precedence is the Ruthantara as belonging to the 
Jyotishtoma only. And, under the circumstances, there is no ground for 
rejecting the foremost cognised conditional character of the Rathan- 
tara, and attributing it to something else. 

Thus we find that in any case, there is nothing incongruous in the 
fact of the said Iathantara being the condition; and, consequently, we 
cannot accept any of the four alternatives—‘ Rejection of the word 
yadi’, etc.—propounded by the Parvapakshin. (See above, p. 810.) 

As for the assertion that the Injunctive Affix denotes either the 
presence of Desire or the causal relation,—none of these two denotations 
could be cognised until the aforesaid conditional character has been duly 
comprehended ; and so long as the cognition of this latter is possible, it is 
not right to accept any other denotation that bas not been cognised. 

Asa matter of fact, we find, even in ordinary experience, the conditional 
character belonging to objects, present, past and future ; and as such the 
fact of the Rathantara being sung at midday, while the vesselsare held in the 
morning, cannot be effectively urged against the said conditional character 
of the Ruthantara. Then again, that which is known in the morning as 
sure to come is a8 good as present ; and in the case in question we find that 
at the time that the performance of the Jyotishtoma is just beginning, it is 
already well known that the Ruthantara would be sung at midday; be- 
cause, as a rule, all doubtful details are fully settled before the perform- 
ance is actually begun; and so all the priests, as well as the sacrificer 
himself, must be fully aware of the fact of a certain thing to be done in 
course of the performance, before they actually proceed with the perform- 
ance itself ; specially as itis only by such previous settling of all doubtfal 
details that people become accustomed to, and experts in, the performance 
of sacrifices. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, the Condition helps the Conditioned, 
not by it ctual material presence, but simply by being fully known ; and 
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hence even though the Rathantara may not have heen actually sung in 
the morning, yet, inasmuch as it has been determined upon (in the 
very act of determining the performance of the sacrifice), and is fully 
known as such, it could very well serve as the condition (for the particular 
order of precedence in the holding of the vessels in the morning). And 
when it is the sacrifice, as qualified by the Rathantara, even though exist- 
ing in only one part of it, that is the condition of the precedence—then, in- 
asmuch as the sacrifice is present in the morning also, there would be no 
incongruity in this. 

Nor is the use of the Injunctive Affix regulated by connection with 
any point of time; and as such it could not be taken as indicating the 
conditional character of a thing existing at any definite point of time ; be- 
cause the affix in ‘ syät’ is quite capable of affording the meaning that— 
‘if the sacrifice be, or has been, or will be, connected with the Rathantara 
Sama, eto.’ ; and it is only by the indirect implication of the sentence that 
the Rathantara, in the case in question, is to be. 

As for the last argument (of the Pdrvapaksha), based upon the 
similarity of the Rathantara, etc., with the Jagat-saima (which is not present 
at the Jyotishtoma )—it is not quite proper; (1) because in such super- 
physical matters, an inference from similar instances can have no autho- 
rity; and (2) because the case of the Jagat-sfma is not quite similar to 
those of the Rathantara and the rest; the former being as incapable of 
being included in the Jyotishtoma, as the injunction of the First day of 
the month as qualified by duality and plurality. And further, even in the 
case of the Jagat-sama, the action is not wholly different from the Jyotish- 
foma ; because all that it does is to represent the condition attaching to 
the Vishuvaé sacrifice mentioned elsewhere. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question only 
serve the purpose of laying down certain conditions of precedence [and do 
not lay down distinct actions]. 
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| ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Avéshti ts a distinct Sacrifice. | 


Sutra (3).—Because of the mention of the Avéshti being 
connected with the mention of the Sacrifice, it must be accepted 
as Pointing chiefly to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory). 


In the same context with the sentence ‘ Raja rājasūyēna svarajyaka- 
mo yajéta’, we find the sentence—I. ‘ dgneyo’shtikapilo-hiranyandakshina ' 
and so forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning the relationship of 
certain substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as ‘ Avéshti’ ; 
and then, subsequently, we come across the following sentence: II. ‘ Yadi 
Brahmano yajēta Barhaspatyam madhy& nidhāyāhutimāhutim hutca hut- 
va’ bhighdrayét, yadi Rājanya Aindram, yadi Vatgyo Vatgvadévam.’ 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before; 
and itis this: A. Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the Barhaspatya, 
etc., as due to ( conditioned by ) the connection of the Avéshti—as form- 
ing part of the Rajasiya—with the various castes,—a connection that has 
already been laid down in the previous sentence? Or, does it lay down a 
distinct performance (of the Avéshti ), in connection with the Brāhmana, 
cte., not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question: viz.: B. Are all the three castes 
entitled to the performance of the Rajasiiya, or the Kshatriya only P? [As 
if the latter, then the connection of the three castes with the Avéshti of 
the Rayasttya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned. | 

C. And this last question would lead us to the consideration of the 
word ‘ Raja’, which is the word that specifies the Agent entitled to the 
performance of the Rajastya ; and in connection with the word “ Bhaja”, 
we shall have to consider the question as to whether it signifies the 
‘ Kshatriya’, or ‘one who performs the functions of a king.’ 

Objection: “Inasmuch as we find another sentence—‘ éay@ annitdya- 
“Kamum yazpayét’—which is wholly distinct from that which lays down 
“the performance of the Ha@jastya with its subsidiaries, and which lays 
“down the Avéshft, as not connected with any particular caste,—it is clear 
“that the connection of the three castes is already mentioned ; and hence 
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“ there could be no doubt as to the sentences in question mentioning the 
“ connection of the castes only by way of pointing out the conditions for 
“the inserting of the Bdrhaspatya and the rest.” 

Reply : It is not so; because we find that the Avéshti is already re- 
cognised (through the sentence ‘ Raja Rajasuyéna, etc.’) as one to be per- 
formed by the Kshattriya,—-and that the other sentence also (‘&tay@ anna- 
dyakdmam, etc.’) does not lay it down as to be performed by Agents other 
than the Kshatériya; consequently, we find no ground for the perform- 
ance of the Avéshti apart from the Rājasūya; as such it comes to be 
taken as forming a part of the Rājasūya itself; so we conclude, in 
accordance with the law laid down in the Sūtra [V—iii—5, that the 
‘Kingdom of Heaven’ (‘ svdrajya’) (mentioned in the former sentence) 
is the result common to the Rājasūya and the Avesh{i; while the ‘food ’ 
(‘annidya’, mentioned in the sentence quoted by the objector) is the result 
peculiar to the Avéshfz itself. And even if the Aveshti be performed apart 
from the Räjasūya, it would be performed by the Kshatriya only, when 
desiring the particular result of obtaining Food ; and as such there would be 
no connection with the other two castes. As for instance, the Action of 
suudying the Veda and the laying of Sacrificial Five being known as to be 
performed by the three higher castes only,—even though the sacrifices 
depending upon these two Actions may be found connected with any and 
every agent that may be desirous of obtaining the results following from 
those sacrifices, yet they come to be finally recognised as to be performed 
only by the non-Cudra castes ; and as in the case of the Räjasūya itself, 
even though all men may be equally desirous of the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven’, 
yet on account of the Action being specified for the Raja only, it is the 
Raja alone who could be the acquirer of that result (by the performance 
of the Rajasiya). 

Thus then there are only two alternative theories to be considered : 
(1) The Avéshtz (as connected with the three castes) is laid down in the 
sentence laying down the Rdjasiiya, and (2) it is laid down by the latter 
sentences. 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA., 


“ In view of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
“it must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to Jay down the 
“ conditions { w the particular insertions, 

“ And At performance of Rajasiya, all the three castes are entitled; 
“as shown b !ithe word ‘ Raja’, which signifies ‘one who performs the 
“ functions ol a king.’ Because all through the world, it is only one’ 
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“ performing the kingly functions that is spoken of as ‘ Rajd.’ And it is 
“thus alone that the text in question can have an extended application. 

“ That is to say, when it is possible for the word ‘ Raja’ to be taken 
“ both ways (7.¢., as signifying the Kshattriya, and as signifying ‘one who 
“ performs the kingly functions ’), itis far more advisable to accept the sig- 
“‘nification of all the three castes; because this interpretation alone 
“ would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) 
“ of the conditions (‘yadi Brahmanak, etc,|’), and with the Context, etc. ; 
“and also because this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the 
“declaration of all the three castes being entitled to the performance of 
“the Rajasiya. 

“ For these reasons it must be admitted that persons of all the three 
‘‘ castes, performing the functions of a king, are“ Rājäās; and these func- 
“ tions are well known to consist in the protection of the people and the 
“removal, from among them, of ali troublous factors. 

“The Bhashya speaks of the word ‘ Rājā’ being used in the above 
“sense by the people of Arydvarta (North India); and this is meant to 
“show the authoritative character of the signification, in accordance with 
“the Sutra I—iii—9. 

“ Objection: ‘The Bhdshya, by declaring that trustworthy people use 
“ the word Rajya in the sense of kingly functions, admits the independence 
“of the word Rājā, which forms the base of the word Rajya. (That is to 
“say, the said declaration makes the signification of the word Rajya de- 
“ pendent upon that of the word Raja, which is the word appearing in the 
“ text in question; and hence what the declaration does is to seek to ex- 
“plain the word—Rdajya—not in the text—by the help of that—Raja— 
“ which occurs in the text; and consequently the word Raja being inde- 
“ pendent, it could not be explained as Rayyakartd). Because the word 
“ Udamégha is not comprehended by being explained as related (as father) 
“to Andaméghi; in fact it is the word Audaméghi that is comprehended by 
“the help of Udamégha, which itself is independent. (And so the word 
“ Raga cannot be rightly comprehended by the help of the word Rajya).’ 

“ Reply: Though the people of old comprehended the word ‘ Raja’ 
“ by itself, and deduced from that the meaning of the word ‘ Rajya’,— 
“ yet for us, people of the present day, it is quite the other way. 

“ That is to say, when the direction ‘ Gdmdnaya’ is used, the person 
“using it and the person comprehending it, understand it as—‘ yo gauk 
“sa Gnatavyah’; (that which is the ox is to be brought), and yet the 
“third person standing by, who is ignorant of the meaning of the 
“ word ‘gam’, but knows that of the word ‘ dnayua’, takes the direction to 
“mean that ‘ya anéshyaté sa gauk’ (that which will be brought is tho 
“ ow), —just as the ‘suortficial post’ is recognised as such only when the 
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“ sacrificial animal is tethered to it. In the same manner, though such an- 
“ cient writers as Pānini and Manu have declared—‘ yo Raja tēna janapa- 
“darakshanam kartavyam, yacea Raja tasya karma Rajyam’ (‘He who is 
“ the king has for his duty the protection of the people, and he who is the 
“ Raja, his function is Rajya’),—yet we, who are not quite sure of the 
“ signification of the word ‘ Rājā’ though quite sure of that of the word 
‘< Rajya’, comprehend the said declaration of Manu, ete., in the follow- 
“ing way: ‘Inasmuch as the Smrtis have made the above declaration, 
“we must conclude that they understood the word Raja as signifying 
“something capable of doing Rajya (¢.e., performing the functions of the 
“king),—just as the word ‘ytpa’ is applied to something to which the 
“ gacrificial animal can be tethered. 

“This ‘ Rajya’—kingly function—is found to be performed by people 
“of all the four castes; and hence all of these are Rājās. But inasmuch 
“as, in accordance with other laws and regulations, the word ‘ Raja? is 
“found to have its ends fulfilled among the three higher castes only, 
“the Cudra becomes naturally precluded by the fact of his being devoid 
“of Vedic study, etc, There is, however, no such ground of precluding 
“any other caste; and hence we conclude that all the three higher 
“ castes are entitled to the performance of the Hajasiiya. 

“ Objection: ‘As a matter of fact, the kingly functions have been 
“specially laid down for the Kshattriya ; and hence it is only by an unlaw- 
“ful assumption of others’ functions that the Brdhmana and the Vazgya 
“ perform those functions; and as such these latter cannot be rightly 
“called Rayas.’ 

“Reply: This argument does not touch our position; because by 
“the mere fact of having performed the kingly functions, these two castes 
“also acquire the title of ‘Raja’; and this (performing of the kingly func- 
“ tions) is all that is required by the Rdjasiya-Injunction. As to whether 
“ these functions are performed lawfully or unlawfully, that is a question 
“affecting the character of the performing agents, and as such cannot 
“ have anything to do with the sacrifice (Hajasi#ya). 

“ Objection (in the Bhashya): ‘ We find the word Raja applied even to 
“such Kshattriyas as do not perform the kingly functions of protecting the 
“ people, etc.’ 

“This argument has been brought forward here as forming the 
“‘basis of the Siddhānta; and hence we proceed to refute it; but before 
« Zoing that we must find out what it means. It means simply this: ‘It 
“has been said above, in connection with the words varhik, ajyyam and 
“the like, that when even a single part of the word has been found to sig- 
“nify the Olass, we cannot assume any other signification for it (and so in 
“the case in question also, when, even in the case of a single person, the 
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“word Räājā has been found to signify the Ashattriya-class, we cannot very 
“well assume any other meaning for it).’ 

“The reply to this is that in the case of the word ‘ Raja’, we find the 
‘literal signification (that afforded by its constituent parts) to be more 
“reasonable than any other (that is dependent upon mere popular con- 
“ vention). This is what is meant by the Bhashya, when it says—praka- 
“ vanavagat, yadicabdasamabhivyadharacca. 

“Then, concludes the Bhashya—na karmdntaram vidhdytshyaté. 
“This means that the sentence would not lay down the performance of the 
‘ Avéshti apart from that of the Rajasiiya: (the word ‘karmdntaram’ being 
‘‘ taken indirectly inthe sense of prayogdntaram); or it may mean that—if we 
“ admit of the same construction as that shown above, in the case of the 
“ sentence ‘yadi çãlim bhunjita dadhyupasincet’, then the same sentence 
“could not serve to lay down both the connection of the Brahmana, as 
“ well as the insertion of the Barhaspatya; and in this case the word ‘ kar- 
“ mantaram ’ of the Bhashya would be taken directly in the sense of ‘ another 
“ Action’, and not indirectly as in the former case. 

“ The above reply to the objection has been given by admitting both 
“ significations of the word ( t.e., that accepted by the people of the Andhra 
“ country, who use the word ‘ R47@’ in the sense of Kshattriya, as well asthat 
“ accepted by those of Aryavarta, who apply the word to the performer 
“ of kinyly functions). But we now proceed to show that there is no reason- 
“able ground for applying the word ‘ Raja’ to a person devoid of kingly 
“ functions. 

“ It will be readily admitted that that which is accepted by all men 
“ must set aside that which is not accepted by all of them (and there oan 
“ be no doubt that all men apply the word ‘rājā’ to real kings, while it is 
“only the Andhra people that apply it also to one without the functions 
“of a king, simply if he happens to be a Kshattriya). 

“ Another argument brought forward in the Bhashya is—That which 
“is admitted by people without contradiction ie more authoritative than that 
“ which is decried, though accepted. But this is the same argument as the 
“former, only expressed differently, for ‘decrying’ and ‘non-decrying’ are 
‘nothing apart from ‘non-acceptance’ and ‘acceptance’ respectively. Or, 
“ it may be that the former argument brought forward merely the existence, 
“or otherwise, of the acceptance of the significations; while the latter 
“gpeaks of their contradiction or non-contradiction. And as there is a 
“ clear difference between Ignorance and Mistaken Knowledge, the two argu- 
“ments cannot be said to be mere repetitions of each other. Says the 
 Bhashya—drydvartanivasindm ....mlecchébbyak samicinatara acdro bhava- 
“ti; and here the mention of ‘ arydvartanivasindm’ only serves to show, 
“as before, the greater authoritativeness of the one signification, in 
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“ accordance with the Sara I—iii—9; while the clause ‘ samicinatara 
“ acdro bharati’ refers to tue wsuge of the word. 

“ For the above reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question 
“ serves to mention the Bradhmana, etc., already mentioned in the former 
“ sentence as conditioning the insertion of the Barhaspatya, etc. Specially 
“ because, there can be no doubt as to the sentence ‘yadi rajanya aindram’ 
“ mentioning the Rajanya (Kshattriya), already mentioned in the previous 
“ sentence (for there can be no doubt as to the Kshattriya being spoken of 
“by means of the word ‘ Raja’), simply as conditioning the insertion of 
“the Aindra; and then the cases of the other two sentences— yndi Brah- 
“ manak, etc and ‘ yadi Vaicyak, etc.’—being exactly similar, the same 
“ must be admitted with regard to these also.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

The sentence in question serves to lay down the connection of the 
Brahmana, etc., with the Sacrifice ; because such connection has not been 
mentioned before,—the mere performing of kingly functions not sufficing 
to make one known as ‘ Raja.’ 

That is to say, the word ‘ Raja’ denotes the Kshattriya, and cannot be 
taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the signi- 
fication of the root ‘raj,’ in Brightness or Effulgence; and both of these are 
impossible; because we find the word having a well-known meaning 
apart from the literal; and even though this meaning may be known in 
one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the applica- 
bility of the literal meaning ; and then too, there is no one definite 
literal meaning that is recognised as universally applicable ; as on the 
one hand, the word ‘ Raja’ is not found to be applied to such bright things 
as Fire and the like; nor, on the other, to such representatives of the king 
as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the kingly func- 
tions of protecting the people, and the like. 

Objection: “ As for the Representative of the king, inasmuch as he 
“performs those functions by being appointed to it by another person, 
“the word ‘ Raja’ is not applied to him; just as the word ‘ sacrificer ? 
“ (* yajamana’) is not applied to the sacrificial Priests.” 

Reply: This is not right; because we actually find the word 
‘Raja, in many cases, applied to the Rulers over smaller subsidiary 
estates, to which they have been anointed by the all-powerful Emperor, 
to whom they are subordinate. 

Question: “Then, inasmuch as the word is found to be applied to 


$22 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA ITI—ADHT. (2). 


“those that have heen anointed to the functions of a king, it may be 
“taken as expressing that ‘anointment’ (and not the ‘ Kshattiriya' 
“ caste).”” 

Answer: That would not be possible; because, the Anointment also 
is declared by the knowers of Law to belong to the Kshatiriya only, just 
like the word ‘ Raja’; and hence that too could not belong to a non- 
Kshattriya. 

The word could be recognised as expressing Anointment, if this 
formed the independent and absolute cause of the application of the word 
(i.e. if the word were applied to anyone and everyone whom we would 
anoint); while, as a matter of fact, we find this Anoimtment restricted, 
by all Smrti laws, to the Kshattriya only; and as such it is only at the 
time of its Injunction (by thesentence ‘ Rajanam abhishincéta ’) that it 
becomes connected with the word ‘ Raja’,—just as the ‘ chopping’ becomes 
connected with the word ‘ grass.’ 

It is for this very reason that the word ‘ R17a@’ is not taken as signi- 
fying, like a compound word, both of these—the ‘ Kshattriya’ caste and 
t Anointment ’—conjointly (i.e., the word is not accepted in the sense of 
the ‘anointed Kshattriya’). Specially because the word could be so 
taken, only if it were always actually found to be applied to the Kshattriya 
and the Anotiniment conjointly, and never to the Kshattriya caste alone,— 
or if the ‘Anointment’ were laid for other castes also. Asa matter of 
fact, however, we find that the word is applied, in the very Injunction 
‘ Rajanamabhishincéta’, to the person to be purified by Anosntment, long 
before the Anointment has actually taken place. 

Hence we conclude that the word ‘ #aj@’ is generally accepted as 
denoting the caste ‘ Kshatiriya.’ 

Nor can it be urged that—“ the Injunction ‘ RadjaGnamabhishincéta ' 
serves to point out a name to be applied in the future (its meaning being 
that one should anoint that person who would, after that Anointment, be 
known as ‘ Raja’).” Because a name is always found to be used as already 
pertaining to the object named; and it is only when such application has 
been found to be impossible that, in certain cases, we admit of a name 
being based upon future applicability. In the case in question, however, we 
find that one signification (the caste Kshatiriya) is an established entity 
already ; and so we cannot rightly assume another signification (in the 
shape of the anointment), as the use of the word is found to be quite 
possible even without such an assumption. 

And even if the word be taken as signifying ‘ Anointment,’ people 
knowing the Law do not apply it to a non-Kehatiriya ; while as for one who 
would so apply it, disregarding the Law on the point, such unlawful appli- 
cation could not be recognised as the basis of the word’s signification ; 
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just as if a Cadra happen to lay the Fire, that Fire does not come to be 
recognised as the ‘ Ahavaniya’ (‘sacrificial ’) Fire. 

And further, the Word, its Meaning, and the Relation between them, 
—all three, being eternal, pertain to the natural state of things existing ; 
and as such they do not base themselves upon impermanent causes, gra- 
tuitously assumed by us for the occasion. For instance, in the case in ques- 
tion, the word ‘ Raja’ being eternal, its signification too must be one that 
is permanent, because there can be no real relationship between the Per- 
manent and the Impermanent. This permanence is cognised as depend- 
ing either upon the nature of things or upon an expressed Vedic Injunc- 
tion. Then, as for the Anoiniment, it is not found to be permanently in- 
herent in any person, like his caste; and hence its permanence will have 
to be accepted as based onan Injunction; but as a matter of fact, we 
do not find any Injunction laying down the applicability of the word 
‘ Rija’ to a non-Kshattriya ; and hence, after all, we come to the conclusion 
that it is the caste ‘ Kshattriya ° only that is the invariable signification of 
the word ‘ Raja’; and hence that alone must be accepted as denoted by it. 

The above argument also serves to preclude the possibility of the signi- 
fication of the word ‘Raja’ being based upon the performing of kingly 
functions; because those functions also are found to be connected with the 
Kshatiriya caste, only after they have been laid down as pertaining to the 
Raja,—just like the said Anointment. And, asa matter of fact, we have 
found the word ‘Raja’ applied to one who has neither been anointed, nor 
performs the functions of the king,—and not to such persons as have been 
anointed and perform those functions, but are not Kshatiriyas (this latter 
usage is met with among the Dravidas). 

Hence too we conclude that persons of all the three castes cannot be 
called ‘ 2a74.’ 

Further, all grammarians explain the word “ Rajanya” as ‘ Rāfñak 
apatyam,’ deriving it from the basic noun ‘ Hdjan’; and yet the word 
‘Rajanya’ has no other meaning but the Kshattriya caste. If the word 
‘Raja’ were applicable to all the three castes, then the off-spring of the 
other two castes would also be spoken of as ‘ Hdjanya.’ Because the word 
‘ Rijanya’ is applied by universal convention to the Kshattriya; while if 
all the three castes were ‘ Hdjds’, will you please explain to me why the 
word ‘ Rayanya’ should not be applied to the off-spring of the other castes ? 

Objection : “ If the word ‘ Rajanya ’ denotes the Kshatiriya only, what 
“ would be the use of the patronymic affix ? Becaase the word ‘ kshattréya,’ 
“ denoting the caste, is equally applicable to the Father and the Son; and 
“hence in all cases the Rdjanya should always be spoken of as ‘ Raja.’ 
“ That is to say, just as the offspring of the crow is called the ‘ crow,’ so 
“the offspring of the Raja would be ‘ Raja.’ ” 
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Reply: This does not quite affect our position; because though as 
a matter of fact the word ‘ Rdjanya’ is synonymous with ‘ Raja,” yet it is 
only by way of showing its grammatical formation that it is explained as 
‘ Rājñah apatyam’; and the said explanation is possible only when both 
refer to the same caste, as the offspring always belongs to the same caste 
as the Father. 

Objection: “ The word ‘ Rajanya’ would denote the Kshatirtya caste, 
‘on account of the sééra ‘when the patronymic is affixed to ‘Rajan’ it de- 
“ notes the class’ ( Varicka on Panini Sutra IV—i— 187), and not on account 
“of the word being explained as ‘ Rajah apatyam’; and consequently the 
“ denotation of the word ‘Rājanya’ could not affect that of the word 
«6 6 Raza.’ 9? 

Reply : It is not so; because inasmuch as the Vartika you quote does 
not mention any particular class, it might be taken as referring to the com- 
prehensive class ‘ Man’; and so, according to this Vartika, the word ‘ Ray- 
anya’ would come to denote that class ‘Man’ (and not the ‘ Kshattriya’). 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we find the teachers of Law and 
“ Sacrifices laying down different duties for the Rājā and the Rajanya, 
“ which shows clearly that the word ‘ Rājā’ is different from ‘ Rajanya.’ ” 

Reply: True, we meet with such differentiated duties ; but that is in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Brahmanaparivrijaka’; that is to say, 
the word ‘Raja’ refers to the particular Rajanya who has undergone 
anointment (just as the word ‘ Parivraijaka’ is applied to the particular 
Brahmana who has gone through the rites of Renunciation), 

Tt has been argued that—‘ the word ‘ Raja’ being found to be cap- 
“able of having both significations, i.e., the Kshatiriya caste, and the perfor- 
“ mer of kingly functions,—it is the latter that comes to be accepted, in the 
“ present instance, as being more in keeping with the Context, etc.” 
And it is this argument that we now proceed to refute, as follows : 

Both the words—‘ Baja’ and ‘ Rajya ’—could not have their significa- 
tions wholly independent of the other; because the fact is that when one 
of them has its signification fixed by convention, that of the other follows 
from it. 

To explain this further: when the word ‘ Raja’ has been known, by 
convention, as signifying the Kshattriya caste, then the signification of the 
word ‘ Rajya ’—explained as ‘ the function of the Raja ’—comes to be based 
upon that of the word ‘ Raja’; and so long as this is possible, it is not 
right to assume an independent denotative potency for this latter word. 
As even without such an independent denotative potency, there would be 
nothing incompatible in the usage of the people of Arydvurta (who apply 
the word ‘Rajya’ tothe ‘kingly functions of protecting the people’ 
and tho like). If, conversely, it be held that—“ the word ‘ Itajya’ itself 


AVESHT1 18 A DISTINCT SACRIFICE. 825 


has its signification of the function of protecting the people fixed by con- 
vention, before that of the word ‘ Raja’ is known, "—then too, the word 
‘ Raja’ would, as based on the word ‘ Rajya’, come to be applied to the 
performer of that function; and it would not be necessary to assume any 
independent denotative potency in the word ‘ Raja’; and as such there 
would be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dravidas, who apply the 
word ‘ Raja’ tothe Kshatiriyas, who are capable of the said functions of 
protection, etc. Though the particular usage is peculiar to the Dravidas, 
yet the Bhdshya attributes it to the Andhras, because these also, like the 
Dravidas, inhabit the southern part of India, 

For the above reasons, we conclude that the words ‘ Raja’ and ‘ Ra7- 
anya’ cannot be regarded as both having their meanings fixed by con- 
vention, independently of each other, or as both having only such sense 
as is afforded by their constituent parts. 

And when it comes to the acceptance of one of the two words 
having its independent signification fixed by convention, it is distinctly 
more reasonable that it should be accepted with regard to the word ‘Raja’; 
because, as a rule, whenever there is a doubt caused by a disagreement 
between usages, a satisfactory conclusion is always arrived at by the help 
of the stronger authority of a properly compiled Siurtz. 

That is to say, Manu and other writers of Smrti declare that the 
function of protecting the people, etc., which is expressed by the word 
‘Rajya, belongs to the Kshattriya ; Panini and others also expound the 
word ‘ Rajya’ as ‘the function of the Raja,’—wherein, they hold (vide Pa- 
nini, Satra V—i—~124), that tothe word ‘ Rā, which has its signification 
independently fixed by convention, the affix ‘ shyatt’ is added (to make the 
word ‘ Rajya’). Other grammarians explain the grammatical formation 
of this word (‘ Rajya’) as with the affix ‘ yak,’ which is'an affix particu- 
larly laid down for the word ‘ Raja’ which appears to be mentioned in the 
group of words beginning with ‘ patyantupurohita’ (Panint, Sutra I—y — 
128); and it isthus alone that we could have the presence of an accentuation 
that is peculiar to the affix ‘ yak,’ and that of the udãtta accentuation in 
the beginning of the word. For these reasons, we must take the Bhashya 
onthe point as declaring that it is the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ 
that should be evolved out of the word ‘ Raja,’ and not that of the latter 
from the former. For if the formation of the word ‘ Raja’ were evolved 
out of the word ‘ Rajya,’ then there should be certain definite gramma- 
tical rules laying down either the elision of the letter ‘ya’ (in ‘ Rajya’), 
or the modification of the word ‘ Rajya’ into ‘ Raja.’ 

For these reasons, the construction must be explained as ‘ Rajitah 
karma Rajyam’ (the function of the Raja is ‘Rajya’), and not as 
‘ Rajyasya karta Raja’ (the performer of the kingly functions is * Raja’) 
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Nor can the latter explanation be accepted on the mere ground of the 
apparent inconsistency (of the use of the word among the people of Arya- 
varta) ; because such usage of the word ‘ Ra7@’ is known in another part 
of the country. And even if the Apparent Inconsistency were rightly 
brought forward, the aforesaid Smrtis of Manu and others would dis- 
tinctly point tothe fact of the functions of protecting the people, etc., 
belonging to the Kshattriya ; and as such it would be the Kshatiriya that 
would come to bo known as ‘ Rājā.’ 

Then again, asa mattor of fact, we find that the whole of the word 
‘ Raja’ is present in the word ‘ Rajya’; and hence it is only right that 
the latter should be held to have its denotation governed by that ofits con- 
stituent part (‘ aja’) ; which, however, cannot be said ofthe word ‘ Raya’ 
whercin we do not find the whole word ‘ Hayya’ ontering into its constitu- 
tion. 

Objection: “ True; in this way the word ‘ Rajya’ does come to have 
“ its denotation fixed by that of its constituent part ‘Raja.’ But in that 
“ case, the word ‘ a7@’ could never be applied to a non-Kshattriya who may 
“perform the functions of the king; and hence it cannot be denied that 
“ there would be an incompatibility of the usage common among the people 
“of Aryfavarta; as the said explanation of the word ‘ Raja’ would at once 
“ mark down as incongruous such uses of the word as ‘na Çūdra-rājyē 
“nivasēt? (one should not live in a country where a Çudra is the 
“ rājā).” 

Reply: Yogāt lokah prayuùkte : that is to say, the word ‘ Rajya’ is 
explained as formed by its connection with the ‘Raja,’ and then the pres- 
ence of the Rajya (kingly functions) in the Brahmana, etc., makes the 
word ‘ #474’ indirectly applicable to these latter castes also. 

Question: “ In that case, you admit the fact of the word ‘ Raza’ 
“ being taken as formed by its connection with ‘ Rajya’ (kingly func- 
“ tions).” 

Answer: That does not touch our position ; because we hold the word 
‘ Raja’ to be only indirectly (or figuratively) applicable to the Brahmana, 
etc. It would be only if we made the word directly applicable to these, 
that the Adhikarana would be wholly reversed. While as for the indirect 
application, inasmuch as it is always set aside by the direct application, 
even if it were admitted, it could not set aside the Siddhdnta. Hence it 
must be admitted that the word ‘ Räjā’ is applied to the Brāhmana, ete., 
only in consideration of the fact of these latter being the proxy of the 
Kshattriya, in the performance of his legitimate functions (of protecting 
the people). 

This is what is meant by the Bhashya when it says—na tvēram smaranti 
Rijyyayogat Rājēłi; which must be taken to menn that usage being much 
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less authoritative than Smrti (vide Adh. I, Pada iii), the said usage 
must be explained as being figurative or indirect, 

It has been urged above that—‘as the word ‘ Audameyha’ gives us 
an idea of its basic noun ‘ Udamegha,’ so the word ‘ Rajya’ could afford 
an idea of its basic word ‘ Raja.’” But this Indirect Inference is set 
aside by the Direct Perception of the usage common among the Dravidas. 

If the performer of kingly functions were to be spoken of as ‘ Raga, ’ 
then, in that case, it wonld be necessary for us to infer the existence, firstly, 
of the said relationship of Action and its Performer, and, second!y, of certain 
grammatical rules definitely laying down the presence of that relation- 
ship in the case in question. And certainly very much more authorita- 
tive than any such inferred grammatical rule, is ane alreoty existing rule 
that lays down the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ as ‘ Rājñah karma’ ene 
functions of the Raza). 

The opponent argues thus: “ Yo yd rāījyam karoti, etc., etc. 
“That is to say, the relationship of the Denoter and the Denoted is always 
“ascertained by invariable concomitance or non-concomitance ; and 
‘there is no doubt that the word ‘ Raja’ is always concomitant with 
“the presence of the performance of kingly functions (and as such the 
“word ‘Raji’ is taken as denoting the performer of kingly functions); 
“while the word ‘ Rajya’ is not found to be always concomitant with 
“the functions of the Raja (and as such this latter word cannot be taken 
“as denoting these functions). Then as for the grammatical rules brought 
“forward above, all that such rules do is to differentiate between the 
“correctly-formed and the incorrectly-formed words; and as such, they 
“can have nothing to do with the case in question; because both the 
“ words ‘Rājā’ and ‘ Rayya’ are equally correctly formed; and hence the 
“ bringing forward of grammatical rules is altogether improper.” 

To the above we make the following reply: It is true that such 
is the common usage, and the grammatical rules have nothing to do as 
to what word has its denotations governed by the presence of which other 
word; though it is so, yet, it is by the explanation of the correct or the 
incorrect formation of words that the fact of certain words governing the 
denotation of other words is pointed out; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ being explained as ‘ Rajfiak 
karma’ (king’s functions), it is clearly pointed out (by this formation of 
the word) that the denotation of the word is fixed by that of the word 
* Raja.’ 

Thus then, the greater authoritativeness of the grammatical snrtis 
distinctly points to the fact that it is the word ‘ Wajda’ (and not 
‘ Rajya’) that has an independent denotation of its own ( fired solely by 
convention), And as for the particular usage that you have brought 
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forward in support of your contention, we find that it is not observed 
among the Dravidas. According to us, on the other hand, no special 
importance is attached to usage; and as such the fact of our theory not 
being in keeping with the usage of Arydvarta does not in any way tar- 
nish it. But, as a matter of fact, even in Arydvarta we do find the 
presence of kingly functions whenever the word ‘ 72474’ is used; and thus 
tbere can be nothing incongruons in our theory; as all that it does is to 
explain what is used, and leave off the explanation of the fact of the 
word not being used (by the people of Arydvarta) with reference to those 
Keshattriyas that are devoid of kingly functions. 

And further, in all cases, a qualification is such as is peculiar 
to the object in question ; and hence the word ‘ Rajya’ refers only to 
such functions as belong to the ‘Rājā’ alone, and not to such other actions 
ns thinking and the rest. That is to say, protection of the people is the 
distinctive function of the King; and hence it is this that is spoken 
of as ‘ Rajya’; and as for such actions as those of thinking, winking and 
the like, inasmuch as these are found to exist in kings as well as in other 
men, they do not serve to distinguish the king, and as such, are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rajya.’ 

Thus then, even though the fact of the word ‘ Rājā ’ denoting the 
Kshatiriya may not be countenanced by the usage of all men, yet, in 
accordance with the Sūtra I—iii—9, we cannot but admit it (to be more 
authoritative and acceptable). And it has been shown above, under 
Satra I—ii—l0, that in matters of merely verbal usage, which pertains 
to ordinary perceptible things, a certain authoritativeness attaches also 
to the inhabitants of countries lying on the frontiers of Arydvarta. 

Thus then, the Räājasūya sacrifice being concluded as being for 
the Kshattriya only, the sentences in question must be taken as laying 
down the Brahmana, etc., as performers of the Avēshti (which is an 
Action distinct from the Rdjasitya). 

And hence the particular Result—obtaining of Food (mentioned in 
the sentence ‘ éaya annadyakamam, etc.’)—would follow from the perform- 
ance of the Avéshft, apart from the Rajasttya. Because the performance 
of the Avéshti in the midst of the Rdjastya will have been completed 
hy the obtaining of the Kingdom of Heaven (the specific Result of the 
Rajastiya); while its performance apart from that would be in need 
of the mention of a Result for itself (as that of the Rajasiiya can no 
longer appertain to it); and consequently the Result (Food) subsequently 
mentioned would naturally attach itself to this latter performance. 

Objection: ‘The obtaining of food must be accepted as the Result 
“ following from the Avéshfi in all cases; because it is mentioned directly 
"in connection with this Sacrifice,—in the sentence ‘étaya annddyaké- 
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‘mam, etc.’; while the Result spoken of in connection with the Rdjasiya 
“could apply to the Avéshfi only indirectly; und there can be no doubt 
“that what is mentioned directly would set aside that which is only 
“ indirectly pointed out.” 

Reply: It is not so; because there is no contradiction between the 
two Results. That is to say, if the two Results were found to be mu- 
tually incompatible, then it would be necessary to admit the fact of one 
setting aside the other; as the accepting of both would necessitate 
the assumption, either of the fact of the two as optional alternatives, 
or of the repetition of the Action in question (for the bringing about 
of the two results) (and such assumptions have been often shown to be 
extremely objectionable]. When, however, the two Results are capable 
of being reconciled by means of the limiting of their scope, there is 
no need of any such objectiouable assumptions. As a matter of fact, 
there is nothing incompatible in the fact of a single Action of the 
Avésh{i bringing about many results; because distinct results might 
very well follow from its distinct performances. As for Repetition, 
it will be shown later on, that it is objectionable only when the Results 
are spoken of as following conjointly (from the same Action). Specially in 
the case of the Avéshfi, a repetition is inevitable, as it has been laid down 
in connection with the Braihmana, etc., on the one hand, while, on the 
other, it is also included in the Räjasūya (which cannot be performed 
by the Brahmana). 

If the sentence ‘diay@ annddyakdmam, etc.,’ were the originative 
Injunction of the Avésh{z:, then it could reject the applicability to the 
Avéshti of the subsequent Rajasiya-Injunction. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find that both thesesentences—‘étayd, etc.’ and the Rajastya Injunc- 
tion—mention results in connection with the Action of the Avéshfz, which 
is originatively laid down in the sentence ‘@gnéydshtakapdlo, etc.’; and 
as they do not mention the two results as appearing at one and the 
same time, we do not perceive any difference between the authoritative char- 
acter of the two sentences (and hence the one cannot set aside the other); 
because just as the Rajasiiya-Injunction is found to mention a result 
in reference to the Actions mentioned in close proximity to something else, 
so also is the sentence ‘étayd, etc.’ ; specially as neither of them makes 
mention of the ‘ Avéskti’ by name. Because the word ‘ Rdjasiiya’ is not 
a generic name (applying to many sacrifices), like the word ‘ Paurna- 
mast’; as what it denotes is the Avéshti as a part of the sacrifice as accom- 
panied by the complete group of sacrifices mentioned in connection with it 
(while the word ‘ Paurnamdsi’ applies to each of the sacrifices composing 
it; and hence the word ‘ Rdjasiyena’ cannot be taken as dey ing the 
Avéshti). And so, on this ground too, nane of the i Iro is found to be 
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weaker than the other. The only difference between the two is that 
while the one ( Hdjaséya-Injunction) mentions many sacrifices, the 
other (‘ étayd, etc.’) mentions only a few; and certainly this does not make 
any very great difference (in the authoritativeness of the two sentences). 

“ Objection: Inasmuch as the pronoun ‘ētayā’ points directly 
“to the Avéshfi mentioned in the Context, there is a distinct difference 
“between this and the Rājasūya Injunction which refers to it only 
“indirectly.” 

Reply: This would have been quite true, if the pronoun ‘ efat’ 
(in ‘étay@’) were connected with the Result, or if it pointed to some- 
thing, to be spoken of, as we find inthe case of the sentence ‘atha 
Esha jyotth.’ As a matter of fact, however, we find that even in the 
sentence ‘ étayd@, etc., itis on account of the proximity of the root ‘yajz’ 
to the Injunctive Affix (in ‘yñjayēta’) that the Result—food—is men- 
tioned in connection with the Avéshti, which is indicated by that root 
(‘yaji’); and this indication of the Avéshfz is found to be done also by the 
root ‘yajt’ occurring in the Rajasiiya-Injunction ; and so even this does 
not make any difference in the authoritative-character of the two Results. 
Then again, even though the pronoun ‘etayd’ refers to the Avéshti laid 
down in the Context, yet it could not refer precisely to the Avéshtz, 
without the help of the sentence ‘ agnéyoshtakupalak, etc.’ ; and with the 
help of this sentence, the Rajastiya-Injunction also would refer to the 
Avéshtt equally well; and thus also, both must be admitted to be equally 
authoritative. 

Objection: “There is a distinct difference between the two, on 
“ the ground that the sentence ‘ëtayã, etc.’, occurs in the particular sub- 
“context (of the Avéshfz), while the Rājausūya Injunction is a general 
“statement (and as such takes in the Avéshfi also, among many other 
“ sacrifices that go to form the Rājasūya).” 

Repiy: But this is just the same as what we have pointed out 
before—viz., that the only difference lies in the fact of the one referring 
to many more sacrifices than the other; but at the time of the actual 
referring to the Avésht{c in particular, both are equally authoritative. 

Further, if there were an absolute non-difference between the Avéshf¢ 
of the Rajastiya, and the Avéshtz performed by the Brahmana, etc. (which 
latter is the one referred to by the sentence ‘ éfayd, etc.’)—then what you 
say might have been all right (7.e., then alone could the mention of the 
two Results be said to be incompatible). As it is, however, we have 
just shown that the two Avéshfis are wholly distinct. And thus the 
very fields of the two results—Kingdom of Heaven and acquiring of Food 
—being aistinct, there is no contradiction between them. 

But though the two Aveshf7s may be different, yct, the mention of 
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only such details as the inserting of the Barhasputya, etc., distinctly 
indicates that the origin of this Avésh{i also is the same Avéshti that 
has been previously mentioned in the Context. 

Then as for the “ Rdajastiya” (spoken of in the sentence ‘yadi 
rajanyah, etc.’),—inasmuch as his activity also (towards the performing 
of this distinct Avésht:) would be equally possible, specially as the word 
mentioning the result of the distinct Avéshti (7.¢e., ‘ Food’) is equally 
connected with the sentence ‘yadi rajanyuh, etc.’,—by him also, this — 
Avéshti would be performed, either as a distinct sacrifice by itself, or as 
a repetition (of the Avéshtc that he may have performed along with the 
Rajasiiya). 

And for the Rajanya also, the mention of the inserting of the Aindra 
in the middle would be possible, only ifthe Avéshti were performed by 
him, independently by itself, as a single sacrifice made up of the various 
minor offerings of the Cake to Agni, to Indra, to Brhaspati, etc. (as thus 
alone could the Aindra—offering to Indra—be offered as the middle 
offering) ; whereas when the Avéshtz is performed in course of the 
Rājasūya, inasmuch as the sacrificial gifts (of each of the offerings 
that go to form the Avéshf:) are different (from each other, as also from 
that of the Rajastya), each of these offerings (Jshtis) to Agni, Indra, etc., 
would be performed independently by itself; and as such (all of them 
not constituting a single performance), the mention of putting any one of 
these ‘in the middle’ would be wholly irrelevant (as there being no 
single performance made up of these performances of the several Ishtis, 
of what would this be the ‘ middle’ P ). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in ques- 
tion serve to lay down the connection of the Brahmana, etc., not men- 
tioned before. | 


ADHIKARANA (38). 
[The Adhana is an object of Injunction.] 


Siitrva (4): The laying of fire forms an object of Injunction, 
because it does not form an integral part of all sacrifices. 


In connection with the sentence ‘ vasanté Brahmano'gninddadhita,’ there 
is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the adhana (Laying 
of Fire) has been previously mentioned elsewhere, or not. If it be found, 
in some way or other, to have been mentioned, then even in the absciice 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would be taken as laying down the 
condition (for the particular season to be chosen); and in that case, 
the construction of the sentence in question being,—" yad Brahmana adadhita 
tad vasanté”—the ‘vasanta’ and the ‘Brdhmana’ would come to restrict 
one another (i.e, the Spring would be the time for the Brahmana, and 
the Brahmana would be the performer iu the Spring time). While, on 
the other hand, if the Laying of Fire be not found to have been previ- 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the Injunc- 
tion of the Laying as performed by the Bradhmana at the time of the Spring ; 
and the following would be the advantages of this latter interpretation :— 
(1) In the three sentences—(a) ‘ vasant® Brahmano' gninddadhita, (b) gri- 
shmé Rajanyah, (c) çaradi Vaigyak’,—inasmuch as the Laying mentioned in 
the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the accessories (Brahmana 
and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence, the Accessories mentioned in 
the other two sentences would point to distinct actions (of Laying); and as 
such there would be three Layings of Fire; (2) the presence of the Atmane- 
pada affix in ‘adadhita’ would point to the necessity of the sacrificer him- 
self laying his own Fire; (3) the Çūdra would become precluded (from 
sacrifices, as only the three Layings of Fire are laid down, and without the 
laying of Fire, no sacrifice could be performed). If, on the other hand, 
the sentences be taken, not as Injunctions of the Laying, but as simply laying 
down conditions, then we would have the reverse of all these three advan. 
tages. 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as—‘ vusanté Brihmanamupanayita grish- 
më Rajyanyam, garadi vaicyam’; as the condition of these sentences is 
exactly like that of those dealt with in this ddkikaranu. 
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THE PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The Laying of Fire having been implied by an Injunction of a sacri- 
“ fice in general (as ‘svargakdmo yayéta), or laid down by a general Injunc- 
“ tion (such as‘ Ya evamvidvanagninadhatté, etc.’ ),—its mention over again 
“in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the various 
“ castes as conditions for the particular times of the Laying. 

“ That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our favour 
“is that, inasmuch as the Injunctions of such actions as the Agnihotra 
“and the like would not be possible without the sacrificial Fire made 
“ ready by the proper method of Laying it, this Laying of the Fire must be 
“ taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and hence the mention, in 
“the sentences in question, of the same Laying must be taken as serv- 
“ ing the purpose of laying down the Brahmana, etc., by way of specifying 
“ certain conditions. If, however, it be argued, that, on account of these 
“Injunctions having other direct objects of Injunction, they cannot 
“ rightly serve the purpose of indirectly implying any such action as the 
“said Laying,—then, in that case, we would bring forward another 
“ independent Injunction of the Laying itself,—in the shape of the sen- 
“tence ‘ya Evamvidvan dgninadhatté, etc. —an Injunction which is 
“ wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which has its injunctive 
“ potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory details. And 
“ thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid down in this In- 
“ junction, the sentences in question could not be taken as enjoining the 
“same Laying of Fire.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


The argument of the Szddhanta may be thus summed up: So long 
as we have a direct Injunction, we cannot very well admit of an implied 
or inferred one; and hence either the mention of the purpose to be served, 
or that of the existing state of things, can never serve as Injunctions. 

That is to say, the mere mention of the purpose to be served by the 
Laying of Fire (in the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
Ahavaniya, Fire for the Agnihotra, etc.) cannot bo taken as necessarily 
pointing to the injunction of the said Laying ; as the necessary Fire could 
be obtained by merely begging it of another Agnihotra-performer, speci- 
ally as in the case of the injunction of the Laying of Fire being implied by 
those of Agnihotra, etc., there is no Atmanépada restricting the Fire to that 
which is prepared by the sacrificer himself. When, however, the neces- 
sary Injunction is found to be directly asserted (by a Vedic text), there is 
no Inconsistency which could lead us ‘tu assume an unheard-of text (as 
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containing the required injuuction),—the only ground for assuming such 
texts being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, as for the men- 
tion of the existing state of things,—in the sentence ‘ y@ évamvidudnagnina- 
dhatté, eto. ,—so long as we find a direct Injunction of the Laying of Fire, in 
the shape of the sentences in question—‘ vadsanté Brahmano’gninddadhita,’ 
etc., etc.—any mere description of the existing state of things can never 
acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same effect) ; specially as this latter 
has got to serve a distinct purpose of laying down all such details as the 
fetching of the water, etc., mentioned in the original direct Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of Fire as performed 
by the Brahmana, etc. 

[We now proceed to explain the words of the Bhashya putting forth 
the aforseaid Pirvapaksha and Siddhanta, ] 


THE PURVAPAKSHA-BHASHYA. 


“The sentences in question serve to mention the Brahmann, etc., as condi- 
“ tions for the previously mentioned Layiny of Fire. ‘ Why so?’ Because the 
* words are similar to conditional phrases. 

“ Question: ‘On what is the similarity based? That is to say, when 
“there are no such conditional words ns ‘yadi’ and the like, how can the 
“ sentence be said to be similar to conditional clauses ?’ 

“ Answer: The ground of similarity is the utterance of the words Brah- 
t mana, etc., along with the words Vasanta, ete. That is to say, the injunc- 
“ tive potency of the sentence having been used up in laying down the 
“relationship between other words (1.e., Brdhmana, etc., and Vasanta, etc.), 
“the sentence could not serve to enjoin the Laying of Fire, and as such 
“it could only be taken as laying down certain conditions—(in the shape 
“ of the said relationship between the Brahmana and Vasanta). 

“ Objection: ‘ But we find the word Brahmana uttered, in the sentence, 
“ along with the verb TO LAY also. That is to say, the sentence could be 
“taken as laying down the Laying of Fire as qualified by Vasanta. 

“ Reply: Asa matter of fact, however, the relationship of the Brah- 
“mana with the Laying of the Fire is not unknown. That is to say, inas- 
“ much as the relationship between the Bradhmana and the Laying of Fire 
“is already known, it could not form the object of any fresh Injunction. 

“ Question: ‘ Being mentioned by what is this relationship known P’ 

“ Answer: It has been mentioned by the texts speaking of certain desir- 
“ able results to be obtained. The stray reply is given with a view that as 
“the position is not capable of being shaken, there is no need yet of bring- 
“ing forward the strongest authority available in the shape of the text 
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“(ya evam, etc.’), that directly lays down the Laying of Fire. (And this is 
“ kept in store for future emergencies.) 

“ Objector: ‘What are the teats speaking of desirable results in the 
“ matter of such an Injunction ?’ 

“ Reply: The teats laying down the results following from the Agntho- 
“tra, efc., are such texts. Though what the objector meant was an angry 
“ denial of the capability of such texts to lay down the Laying of Fire, vet 
“the reply that is given is with the view that the objector is ignorant of 
“ the forms of the texts themselves, 

“ Question: ‘How can these texts, that are actually found to lay 
“ down something else, be said to enjoin the Laying of Fire?’ 

“In reply to this, the Bhāshya brings forward an Apparent Incon- 
“sistency: In accordance with the Sutra VII—iii—28, we find that the 
“ actions mentioned in these texts include within themselves the sacrificial 
“ Fire also; and inasmuch as the sacrificial Fire could not be brought 
“about by any other means save that of Laying, the Injunction of the 
“ Action naturally includes that of the Laying of Fire also. 

“Then again, if the sentence were taken as laying down the relationship 
“ of the Brahmana with both the Vasanta and the Laying of Fire, then there 
“ would be a syntactical split. That is to say, we can admit of the injunc- 
“tion of a qualified object, only when all other ways of Injunction are 
“ found to be impossible ; in the case in question, however, we find that 
“ the simple method of Injunction is quite possible; and as such we can- 
“not admit of a qualified Injunction.” 


THE SIDDHANTA-BHASHYA. 


To the above arguments we make the following reply: As in the 
previous Adhtkarana, so here also, the sentences in question serve to lay 
down the Laying of Fire. Because such Laying ts not subsidiary to the 
actions. That is to say, if the Laying of Fire were subsidiary to the 
Actions, then there could be a question as to whether it is implied by 
these or not. As a matter of fact, however, we find that, in accordance 
with law laid down under Jūtra VII—iii—29, the Actions end with the 
inclusion of the Akavaniya and other sacrificial Fires; and there is no 
reason to show that the Laying of Fire is a subsidiary part of them. 

Though in Sätra III —vi—-15, the Laying of Fire is spoken of as help- 
ing all actions, yet, this willbe explained as merely referring to the fact of 
the Laying helping the Fire, which helps to accomplish all Actions. 

“Question: ‘But what, ¿f it be so (i.e. even if the Laying be not a 
“ part of the Actions, how does that affect the present question) P The 
“sense of this is that even the Action could also imply, through 
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“ Apparent Inconsistency, the subsidiary (Laying) of its own subsidiary 
“ (Fire).” 

“ The reply to this is that what is done by Apparent Inconsistency is that 
“ the texts, laying down the fulfilment of certain desirable ends by means of cer- 
“ tain actions, indicate the Fires, and not the Laying of these. (Because it is 
‘ possible for the Fire to be obtained by asking for it from another Agni- 
“ hotri, therefore there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the Fire that would 
“ necessarily point to the Laying.) 

“ Question : ‘But Laying is the means of having the sacrificial Fires. 
“ We take the mere material form of the object, only in cases where that 
“object is capable of being brought about by the ordinary ways of the 
“ world,—as for instance, in the case of such objects as a piece of Cloth, 
“a Cart, and the like; the sacrificial Fires, however, are not capable of 
“being brought by means such worldly ways; and hence it is absolutely 
“ necessary for the means of their accomplishment to be mentioned or 
“ implied in the Veda itself; and as there is no such means save the Lay- 
“ing, this also is implied by the Fives (2.e., by the Apparent Inconsistency 
“of the Fires, which would not be possible without the Laying).” 

Answer: Itis not so, because of there being no such absolutely invariable 
connecticn. That is to say, Laying is not the only means of obtaining the 
Fires, which could be obtained by many sach means as begging, pur- 
chase, and so forth, And all these methods would supply the only defi- 
ciency of the sacrificial Fires that is felt in the texts speaking of certain 
desirable results; and hence there is no absolutely certain indication of 
the Laying (by the Fires or by the Actions); and as such there is room 
for the Restrictive Injunctions of the Laying of Fire (as by means of the 
sentences in question). 

The following argument might here be urged: “The Fires, obtained 
7 by such means as begging and the like, could not have the character of 
“< sacrificial fires’ ; because this character depends upon the fact of the 
“ Fire having ahdercons certain purificatory rites.” 

Reply: Though it is trne that, in the first instance, the three sacri- 
ficial Fires (the Dakshinagni, the Garhapatya and the Ahavaniya) are pro- 
duced by means of Laying,—yet, when they have been once thus duly 
prepared (by one person), there would be nothing to deter another person 
from subsequently obtaining those Fires by the means of begging, eto., just 
as we find in the case of the Corn. Thatis to say, in the case of the Corn, 
we find that though it is not possible for the Corn to be originally produced 
by any other means save that of agriculture, yet it is not necessary for 
all men to obtain it by the same means; as it could be very well obtained 
even by purchase, etc, (after it has been once produced by the farmer by 
means of agriculture). In the same manner, in the beginning one man 
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would produce the sacrificial Fires by the orthodox method of Laying ; and 
then other people would obtain it from him by the other means of begging, 
etc. Just as we find the potter making jar after jar, and selling it and 
giving it away,—so in the same manner, any one person would go on pro- 
ducing the Fires by the orthodox method, and then selling them or giving 
them away to other persons. Thus then, as the Laying of the Fire would 
have been laid down by such texts as ‘ Agnihotram juhuydt svargakamahk,’ 
in one case (of the first man who would produce the Fires by the ortho- 
dox method), while in other cases (of other people), it would not have been 
laid down by those texts. And as such there is distinct room for the lay- 
ing down of the Laying of Fire (at least for the sake of those persons who 
could not obtain it by other means). Though we shall show later on 
that even in the other case, it was not possible for the Laying to have been 
laid down by those other texts. 

If, on the other hand, the sentence in question be taken as the direct 
Injunction of Laying, then it at once sets aside the possibility of all other 
means of obtaining the Fire; specially as, in that case, the Atmanzpada 
affix in ‘@dadhita’ distinctly shows that the result of the Laying 
would accrue to him alone who actually does the Laying ; consequently 
the accomplishment of the Sacrificial Fires, which is the result of the Luy- 
tng, would not belong to one who does not himself perform the Laying ; 
for whom the Fire, even if obtained from one who has duly laid it, would 
be as non-sacrificial as ever. While if the Injunction of the Laying be 
taken to be implied in the texts speaking of certain results as following 
from the Aguthotra, etc..—then, inasmuch as such an inferred Injunctive 
sentence would contain neither the Parasmaipada nor the Atmanépada 
affix, the result of the Laying would accrue equally to one who has and 
who has not performed it; and hence, there would be nothing to set aside 
the emyloying of the other means—begging, etc.—of obtaining the Sacri- 
ficial Fires. And hence it would be absolutely necessary for the Laying 
to be directly enjoined. 

And further, so long as we have direct declarations of the Laying of Fire, 
—in the shape of the sentences in questton,—no other texts can be taken to mere- 
ly imply such an Injunction. That is to say, such texts cannot be accepted 
as enjoining the Laying even for the first person who could seek to pre- 
pare the Sacrificial Fire. It has been explained above that all Restric- 
tive Injunctions serve to lay down something not mentioned before; 
because so long as there is a direct Injunction, there can be no assumption 
of an implied one, And as a matter of fact, we have direct Declarations 
of the Laying of Five; and hence it is not possible for any to be merely 
indirectly assumed or inferred. If there were no such direct declara- 
tions, then, in that case, inasmuch as without a properly laid Fire, the 


$38 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. U—TPADA U—ADHT, (3). 


performance of the Agnihotra and the rest would be impossible, the Injuno- 
tion of these sacrifices would become meaningless ; and hence in that case 
these Injunctions would, for their own sake, imply the Injunction of the 
due Laying of Fire. But when we have such direct declarations, there can 
be no assumption of these; as it is not right to assume that which is 
not mentioned in the Veda; specially when it is so that the other 
texts also, that speak of certain results following from certain sacrifices, 
lay down actions that are to be performed only by those for whom the sen- 
tences in question lay down the Laying of Fire. 

With a view to set aside all the arguments that have been hurled 
against him, the Pirvapakshi retorts: ‘ There is a direct Injunction of 
“ Laying, other than the sentences in question, the existence whereof 
“ makes these latter merely denotative of certain conditions ;—and that 
“ Injunction we have in the sentence ‘ ya évam vidvanagninddhatta, ete. ” 

The reply to this is that this text that you have brought forward only 
serves the purpose of laying down the preparatory details of the Laying. 

The opponent thinks that the preparatory details are laid down 
elsewhere in the Context by means of a sentence which is distinct from 
the sentence ‘ ya évam, etc.” ; and with this in view he replies by saying— 
“ The sentence that I have brought forward is the one that serves as the 
“ originative Injunction of Laying; because this sentence, speaking as it 
“ does of the Laying of Fire, cannot be taken as serving the same purpose 
“as the sentences speaking of the fetching of water and the other prepara- 
“ tory details.” ` 

Reply: The difference in the purposes served by the two sentences — 
‘ya évam vidvän, etc.’ and that mentioning the Fetching of Water, etc.— 
would have syntactically separated them, only if the former actually laid 
down the Laying of Fire. This Laying, however, we find tobe laid down 
in the sentence ‘ Braihmano vasanté, etc.’ ; and as such the mention of it 
again in the sentence ‘ya evam, etc.’ is only for the purpose of laying down 
the preparatory details, 

Question : “ But how is it ascertained which of the two sentences— 
“< wasanté, etc. and ‘ ya vam, etc.’—is the real originative Injunction of 
“the Laying ?” 

Answer: In the sentence ‘ vasanté, efc.’, we find the Injunction directly 
expressed (by the word ‘ @dadhita °), while in the case of the other sentence 
—‘ ya évam, etc. —it would be got at, very indirectly, from out of the 
Arthavdda therein contained—‘ ya Evam .... sapatnam bhratrvyam avartim 
sahate,’ 

That is to say, if both sentences were equally injunctive (of Laying), 
then the object of both being the same, there could have been some rival- 
ry between them, as to which one should be accepted as the true 
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Injunction. As it is, however, one sentence—‘vasanté, etc.’—is injunctive, 
while the other— ya évam, etc.’—is only eulogistic. And certainly a mere 
eulogistic sentence cannot set aside the Injunctiveness of the sentence 
‘vasanté, etc., because an eulogy is a helper (and not an obstructor) of 
Injunctions. If, on the other hand, the sentence ‘ ya évam. etc.’ had the 
character of the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the enjoining of what has 
already been enjoined once would be most improbable, our theory might 
have been thwarted. As a matter of fact, however, the case is that the 
Laying having been enjoined by means of the Injunctive affix (in ‘ āda- 
dhita’), the other sentence—‘ ya évam, etc.’—speaks of it only for the 
purpose of eulogising the preparatory details connected with it; and as 
such it can have no injunctive character. Then again, the injunction 
of the Root-meaning (‘ dha’ in ‘ @dadhita’) by means of the Injunctive 
affix, occurring in the same word, is got at by direct denotation ; while it is 
only indirectly, through syntactical connection, that an eulogistic sentence 
could point to such an Injunction, which, in this case, can, at best, be 
only an assumed or inferred one ; and certainly an indirectly assumed In- 
junction has its injunctiveness very much farther removed than that of 
one expressed directly. 

Objection: ‘That ‘the Brahmana should lay the fire’ ts also a sen- 
“tence. That is to say, in this sentence also, it is only by syntactical con- 
“nection that the Injunction (contained in the word ‘ ddadhita’ is con- 
nected with the Brahmana, etc.” 

Reply : So long as the Laying itself is directly enjoined ( by 
the Injunctive affix in ‘ddadhita’), it does not matter whether all the 
rest—the connection of the Brahmana—is implied by syntactical con- 
nection. In the case of the other sentence, on the other hand, there is no 
eulogy expressed in the same word (that speaks of the Laying—‘ ād- 
hatté’); and it is got at only when that word is joined on tothe words 
‘ sapainam bhratrvyamavartim sahaté’; and thus in this case, the Luying 
too 18 connected with the eulogy, only by means of syntactical connec- 
tion, 

In the case of the sentence ‘ vasant2, etc.” we can avoid the syntac- 
tical split, by taking it as the injunction of the Laying of Fire as qualified 
by a particular performer and a particulur time. And thus there can be 
no doubt as to the injuuctiveness of the sentences in question. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Dakshayana, etc., are accessories. | 


Sitra (5): “The Dakshayana, etc, are enjoined as distinct 
“actions; (1) because of the particular names attached to 
“them.” 


[In connection with Darça-Pūrnamāsa, we find the sentence, ‘ Dāk- 
shāyana-yajñēna yajēta prajākāmah, sdkamprasthapyéna yajéta pagukamahk, 
sankramayāgēna yujēta annddyakamak.’ And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Darça-Pūrnamāsa as bringing about certain definite 
results, or they lay down distinct sacrifices, independent of the Darça- 
Parnamasa.] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘In connection with the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat,’ 
“it has been shown above (I]—ii—25, 26) that this sentence lays down 
“a certain result following from a certain accessory of the same sacrifice. 
“ And this is quite proper ; because in that case the Dadhi is not mentioned 
“ as co-extensive with the Homa ; and as such it could not be taken as 
“a name of the Homa, that would, on account of this name, be taken as 
“ different from the previous Homa. In the case in question, on the other 
“ hand, we find that the name ‘ Dakshadyana’ is mentioned as co-extensive 
“ (identical) with the Sacrifice, and has not been applied to the pre- 
“ vious sacrifice (the Darga-Puarnamisa) ; consequently, in this case, there 
“ can be nothing incongruous in the fact of the word ‘ Dikshayana’ pointing 
“to a distinct sacrifice, qualified by that name. Nor is there any such 
“substance as ‘ Dakshayana’ known to exist, as we do find those like 
“the Dadht. Consequently, on account of the reasons shown under JI—i 
‘‘_-1, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence lays down a sacrifice 
“ with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct from 
“ the previous Darca-Pirnamasa,”’ 


Sitra (6): “ (2) Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
“pertain to the Accessory.” 


“That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in ques- 
“tion has not been removed away from the Action, so that it could 
“ go over to the Accessory.” 
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Stétra (7): “(3) Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the Result.” 


“Inasmuch as the Result can never form the object of In- 
“ junction, the sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with 
“ reference to the Sacrifice,—in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid 
“down, in the sentence ‘vrihibhiryajéta’; and as such the sentence 
“must be taken as enjoining an Action (as no third object of Injunction 
“ is possible in the sentence) ; and (inasmuch as no Action that has already 
“been enjoined once could form the object of another Injunction) 
“it must be admitted that the Action herein enjoined is distinct 
“from all—Darea-Pirnamdasa, etc.—that have been enjoined before.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sttra (8): It is a modification (of the previous sacrifice), because 
of the Context. 


Even though the sentence be the injunction of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before,—for rea- 
sons shown under Sūtra II—iii—26 ; specially as the sentence is found 
to bring about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory 
( Dakshayana) and a Result (acquiring of children) ;—just as in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhn&éndriyukdmasya, etc.’ it must be admitted that 
the sacrifice referred to is the same that has been laid down before. 

It has been argued that there is no Accessory known as ‘ Dak- 
shayana.’ But this is scarcely true; because the fact of there being 
such an accessory is pointed out by the Context itself-~just as are 
many other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rost ; that is to say, 
we find in the Context that after the sentence in question has laid 
down the Dākshāyana as an Accessory, there is another sentence that 
points out the actual form of that Accessory. 

Aud just as in the case of Dadhi, so here also, the Dakshdyana is not 
to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the Sacrifice. 

And further, even if the Ddakshdyana, etc., be taken as co-exten- 
sive with ‘ sacrifice, then too, on account of their proximity to the 
Dadhi, etc., these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications 
(of the Darca-Pirnamisa). Consequently, even in this case, what 
the sentence would do would be to lay down the Result following from 
a modification of the Darga-Purnamasa, and not from any other sacri- 
fice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, ag utter disruption of the Context would also be avoided. 
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Though there will be a rupture of the Context in connection with the 
Dakshayana to this extent, that that which is mentioned as leading 
to a definite Result (e.g., the Dakshayana) cannot be taken as part of the 
procedure,—yet inasmuch as the Darga-Pirnamdsa would form the 
substrate of the Dakshayana, the mention of the Darga-Pirnamdasa could 
very well be connected with subsequent sentences (under consideration), 
and thus help them (in their denotation). 


Sitra (9): Also because we find Vedic texts indicative (of non- 
difference). 


(Wo have tho sentence-—' Tiingatam varshdni Darga-ptirnamasabhyam 
yajeta; yadi Dakshdyanaydji syāt atho api pancadagaiva varshant 
yajéta; atra hi Eva sð sampadyaté; dvé hi paurnamdsyau yajēta 
dvé amāvāsyē, Ātra hi Eva khalu sa sampad bhavatz.’ (‘One should perform 
the Darga-Pirnamdsa for thirty years ; but if the sacrificer happens to be 
a performer of the Ddaksh@yana, he could finish it in fifteen years 
».». as in this sacrifice two Paurnamasis and two Dargas are per- 
formed ; and hence the requisite number of these latter would be com- 
pleted by the Ddakshdyana being performed for fifteen years only.’] 

This completion of the ‘ thirty years’ and the ‘ Darga-Pirnamdasa’ (by 
the performance of the Dakshdyana) distinctly indicates the non- 
difference of the Ddksha@yana from the Darga-Pirnamasa. For the 
thirty-year course of the Darga-Purnamisa could not be made up by 
the performance of an altogether different sacrifice (while the text 
distinctly lays down the fact of the thirty-year course being made up 
by the fifteen-year course of the Dakshdyana). Nor could there be a 
gratuitous rejection of the thirty-year limit, whereby the fifteen-year 
course would be due to a different sacrifice (that is to say, the mere per- 
formance of an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of 
the original thirty-year limit). Nor can it be urged that the course 
of the Durca-Pirnamdasa itself is reduced to one of ‘fifteen years’ by reason 
of the performer being a performer of another sacrifice in the shape 
of the Dakshayana. Because if this latter were wholly distinct from 
the former, there would be no relationship between the two (whereby the 
performance of one could reduce the course of another). And also 
because in that case, there would be no justification for the explana- 
tory sentence ‘ dvé hi paurnamasyau dvé amavasyé’ (which Jays down the 
fact of two of each of these being performed in the Dakshayana, in- 
stead of only one, as in the case of the ordinary Darga-Pirnamdsa, 
as the reason for the thirty-year limit being renee to one of fiftcen 
only). i 
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Sitra (10): The name (‘ Dakshayana') is due to the peculi- 
arity of the Accessory. 


(This Sttra meets the Pirvapaksha argument of Sutra 6). 

The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occurs in the originative Injunction of that Action, 
and is not recognized to have a connection with any previous Action. In 
the case in question, however, we find that the name ‘ Dakshayana’ is 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; specially as in this 
case we donot fiud the sentence introduced by any word expressing 
the beginning of a new action,—as we do in the sentence ‘atha esha 
gyottk, etc.’ And then, inasmuch as the Name is quite capable of 
being explained as mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, 
it cannot serve the purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the 
word ‘ Dakshdyana’ denotes a mere repetition of the previous sacrifice 
of the Durga-Pirnamisa is shown by the sense afforded by the com- 
ponents of the word itself, as also by the above-quoted text (that there 
are two Dargas and two Paurnumdasas, in the Dakshayana). Hence 
we conclude, from the Context, that the Result mentioned in the sentence 
in question follows from the Ddkshayuna as based upon the Darça- 
Purnamasa. The word ‘ Daksha’ means ‘the Sacrificer who is expert 
and very quick at the performance of the sacrifice (of thirty years, 
in only half the time)’; the Priests appointed by such a sacrificer are 
‘ddksha” (appointed by the clever sacrificer); and the ‘ayana’ (per- 
formance) of these priests is the ‘ Dakshdyana’ (and thus we find 
that the constituent parts of the word also point to the same met that 
is mentioned in the text quoted above). 

The name ‘ Sakamprasthiya ' also means that the substance referred 
to by this word is offered (‘ prasthiyaté’) along with (‘sākam’) the 
smaller vessels, before the cutting up of the Sdnndyya cake; and thus 
this name also is found to belong to a material only, in connection 
with the previous sacrifice; and eae ae case also, there is 
nothing to oppose the recognition, in -tfie sentences in question, of 
the Action that has been mentioned before. 


Sütra (11): There is nothing peculiar in the completion (of 
the sentence with the mere mention of the result). 


[This meets Sitra 7. ] 

Though the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, yet, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
the Action and the Result, the Action herein mentioned cannot be 
different from the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Result 
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following from the Action has been established under Sūtra II—i—1 
et seq.—-so, exactly in the same manner, has it also been shown, under 
Sitra II—ii—26, that there are certain sentences that serve the sole 
purpose of establishing the relationship between a Result and a certain 
Accessory of the previous sacrifice. And hence there being a doubt 
as to which of these two previous conclusions should be applied to the case 
in question, the presence of certain other words (such as those cited under 
Sutra 9) distinctly point to the conclusion that in the present case, 
the Result is mentioned as following from the Accessory (of the previous 
sacrifice) and not from any distinct sacrifice. 
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ADHIKARANA (5). 


[Actions mentioned along with Substances and Deities are distinct 
sacrifices. | 


Sutra (12): “It is a mere preparatory rite, as not occurring 
“in the Context (of any particular sacrifice); specially as 
“there is no word denoting an Action.” 


Withont reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence— 
‘Vayavyam gvetamalabhéta bhūtikämah, ‘ sauryam carum nirvapét brahma- 
varchasakamak. And in connection with this there arise the following 
questions :—I. Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences, not appearing 
in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving some purpose 
of the Action mentioned in the Context,—does the sentence simply lay 
down the accessories ‘ Ọveta ’ and‘ Caru ’ respectively of the ‘ Touching’ 
and ‘Preparing,’ that form part of the Durga-Pirnamdsa sacrifice, 
which is the action mentioned in the Context ? or does it lay down 
two independent and distinct Actions? II. (If the Actions mentioned 
are distinct and independent), are these actions only those that are 
mentioned by the actual words of the sentence? or is it these actions 
as accompanying the ‘sacrifice’ that are meant ? 

The fact of the sentence in question not occurring in reference 
to any particular Action has been specially pointed out, in the Bha- 
shya, with a view, (1) to show that there is sufficient ground 
for doubt, (2) that the present Adhikarana is not a mere repetition 
of what has been dealt with before, and also with a view to afford 
some sort of a ground for the (3) Purvapaksha and (4) its Refutation. 

(1) If the ‘ Touching’ and the‘ Preparing’ had been mentioned 
in reference to a previously mentioned sacrifice, then the idea 
of that sacrifice would be present when we came across the 
sentences in question; and as such there could never be any ques- 
tion of the sentence laying down a distinct sacrifice. While when 
they do not appear in reference to any such sacrifice, inasmuch 
as the accessories of Cvéta, etc, are quite capable of forming the 
objects of Injunction, it might be that these might be taken as 
enjoined with reference to the ‘Touching’ and the ‘Preparing’ 
spoken of at a distance (in the sentence laying down the Durga-Pirnamiasa); 
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or it might be that no idea of that previous sacrifice being present 
in the mind at the time, the sentence may be taken as laying down 
a distinct Action ; and thus the matter would be doubtful. 

(2) The sentence in question would, at first sight, appear as 
laying down an Action connected with the ‘ sacrifice,’ and hence as having 
been already dealt with under Sūtra II—ii—17, But as the sentence in 
question does not appear with reference to any sacrifice, and hence 
there is no sacrifice, in this case, which could be referred to by it,— 
secondly, as the accessories of ‘ Guétu;’ ete., are quite capable of being 
laid down by themselves with reference to the Action connected with 
the substances mentioned in that sentence itself,—the injunction of an 
action connected with the ‘sacrifice’ could, in the case in question, 
scarcely be got at ; and hence it becomes necessary to take up its considera- 
tion on the present occasion. 

(3) It is only when the sentence does not refer to any previous 
action that the Pdurvapaksha could have the slightest semblance of 
plausibility ; because, no other ‘ Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’ being 
found in the same Context with the sentence in question, it could not 
but be taken as laying down certain accessories with reference to tho 
original ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing ’ (of the Darga-Pirnamdasa). 

(4) The Refutation of this Pirvapaksha also would be possible only 
when the sentence in question is known as not occurring in reference to any 
previous sacrifice. Because then alone could it be argued that, inasmuch 
as the sentence does not occur in any particular Context, it could 
have no distinguishing feature whereby it could pertain to the 
original ‘Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’; specially as the connection 
of these is actually found to be materially impossible ; and as such these 
original ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ could never be mentioned in 
the sentence in question. 

The ‘Touching’ and the ‘Preparing’ have been spoken of in 
the Bhashya as ‘gunavidhi,’ because they form the objects of the 
gunavidhi. 


On the above questions, we have, at first, the following 


PURVAPAKSHA A. 


“Just as in the case of the Dakshaiyana it has been found (in 
‘the foregoing Adhikaruna) that, the sentence mentioning the connection 
“of the Accessory, and thus there being no word injunctive of any Action, 
“the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
‘‘—-so would it also be iu the case in question. This similarity 
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“between the two cases is what is implied by the word ‘ca’ inthe 
“ Sutra. 

“The Sdtra mentions the word ‘aprakarané’ with a view to 
“point out the exact object, with regard to which the sentence in 
“question would lay down the Accessories. Or it may mean that, 
“though there is this difference between the sentence in question 
“and that dealt with in the previous Adhikarana, that the present one 
“ does not appear in the Context of any particular Action,—yet inasmuch 
“as the connection of the original action (Darga-Pirnamdasa) is not 
“obstructed by the presence of the Injunction, in the sentence, of 
“any other Action, the sentence must be taken as mentioning the 
“ original actions of ‘ Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’, only with a view to lay 
“ down certain accessories in connection with them. Hence the sentence 
“  Cvétamalabhéta’ must be taken as enjoining that the Oart-pole at 
“the Darcga-Pirnamaisa should be touched after it has been made 
“white ; and similarly the sentence ‘carum nirvapét’ should be 
“taken as enjoining that the ‘preparing’ (or holding), at the same 
“ Darga-Pitrnamdsa, is to be of the Curu (boiled rice), or that it is 
“ to be measured by the Rice. 

“Then, as for the mention of the resnlts of ‘prosperity’ and 
“t Brahmic glory ’ spoken of in the sentence as following from ‘ Touching ’ 
“and ‘Preparing’, it would be a mere reference to the same results 
“following from the Darga-Pérnamdsa, which is specially spoken of 
“as accomplishing all desirable results. 

“Then as for the word ‘Vdayavyam,’ that too could be taken as 
“only referring to the cart-pole of the Darga-Pirnamasa; because 
“ the pole is made of the wood of a certain tree, and Vayu is the presiding 
“ Deity of all trees. And as for the word ‘ Saurya,’ that would be 
“a reference to the Agnéya cake of the Darga-Parnamasa,. because 
“ both Agni and Sirya are the deities of Light. 

“For these reasons we conclude that the sentences serve to lay 


« down accessories for the Actions mentioned in connection with the 
“ Darga-Pirnamdsa.” 


Sütra (13): “Mere ‘Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’ are the distinct 
“actions laid down by the sentences; because all Actions 
“are based upon Direct Vedic Declarations.” 


[In reply to the above Pirvapaksha we have the following arguments, 
which, however, embody another Theory not acceptable to ns, and which is 
refuted in the next Sutra. Henco this is treated asa distinct Purvupaksha. | 
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PURVAPAKSHA B. 


“Tf ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ were wholly incapable of 
“ having the character of the enjoined, then alone could the sentences in 
‘ question be taken as laying down mere Accessories, As a matter of 
« fact, however, it is those Actions themselves that are meant to be enjoined 
“by the sentence. 

“For the present we lay aside the word ‘ Vdyavya,’ and proceed 
“to refute the aforesaid arguments, on the basis of the word express- 
“ ing the result. 

“If the ‘ White’ and the ‘Rice’ be taken as laid down with refer- 
“ence to previous ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing,’ then the mention of 
“ the Results (Prosperity and Brahmic glory) would be wholly meaning- 
“Jess, For even if the mention of these were mere references to the 
“tall results’ following from the Darga-Parnamdasa, then too the part. 
“cular results of ‘Prosperity’ and‘ Brahmic glory’ would be only 
“two among the many alternative results; and ‘as such the mention 
“ of these as if they were the only results would not be quite compatible. 
‘““Tf again, these Results be taken as mentioned by way of qualifica- 
“tions, then there would be a syntactical split, If then the sentences 
“be taken as laying down the relationship between the Accessory and the 
“Result, then, inasmuch as the original ‘Touching,’ etc., of the 
“ Darga-Pérnamisa would not be capable of serving as the substrate 
“of this relationship, the sentence itself would also have to lay down 
“the connection of the necessary substrate; and this would entail a 
“ syntactical split. 

“Whereas there is no objection to the view that the sentence 
“lays down the Touching as qualified by ‘white’ ;—it is with a view to 
“ this that the Sūtra says—because actions are bused upon Direct Vedic 
“ Declarations. That is to say, in the case in question, it is the Action that, 
“being the object of Injunction, is based upon the authority of that 
“ Declaration; and hence the Injunction of the mere Property of 
“ © white’ would not have the authority of the Veda. 

“Or, the Sūtra may be taken as follows: The action meant to 
“be laid down ts just what is distinctly mentioned, and not as accompanied 
“by ‘ Sacrifice’; because the only busis for Actions is Direct Declaration ; 
“ that is to say, the element of ‘ Sacrifice’ not being mentioned in the text, 
“it could not well be accepted as enjoined by it. Nor is that 
“element so very necessary that without it nothing can be accomplished ; 
“as it is quite possible for the ‘Touching’ and the ‘ Preparing’ to bring 
“about the Results, and thus serve as the Principal Actions. Specially as 
“ there is no ground for believing that the Action that has once been known 
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“as subsidiary to another, can never appear as a Principal Actioun, 
“even when it is actually spoken of as such; because the Principal or 
‘subsidiary character of an Action depends upon the Veda; and 
“there is nothing inherent in the Actions themselves that would mark 
“ them out as the one or the other. 

“ As for the word ‘ Vayavyam’ (which might be urged as pointing 
“ to the fact of the ‘ white object’ being offered to the Deity Vayu, which 
“ offering would constitute a sucrzfice),it could bo explained away, as being 
“a mere reference, on tho ground that all substances are capable of 
“ being, in some way or other, related to certain deities (even without 
“their being actually offered to them). Or, the sentence might be 
“taken to mean that—‘when one has set aside a certain object for 
“the sake of Vayu, if we happen to touch it, it would bring prosperity 
“to us.’ And as the sentence embodies a qualified Injunction, 
“ thero would not be any very great trouble in taking the sentences 
“thus, Or, the sentences might mean that the desirable results aro ob- 
“tained as soon as the white object is touched for the sake of Vayu, 
“ or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the Sun. And cer- 
“tainly it is not in a sacrifice alone that anything can bo done for 
“the sake of certain Deities. Because there is no incompatibility 
“in something being done for the sake of a certain Deity, whenever 
“ that happens to be enjoined for being done as snch (even if it be not a 
“ sacrifice), Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in 
“accordance with the expressed Injunction, is that ‘something 
“ white should be touched for the sake of Vayn,’ 

“ Having shown that there is a syntactical split, if the sentence 
“be taken as laying down an Accessory, and then, the connection of 
“the Result,—the Bhashya now grants, for the sake of argumont, the 
“ rejection or neglect of the word expressing the result; and then 
“it proceeds to show anomalies in the above Purvapalshu: Atha va 
“ yo'sau vidhiyakak gabduh, etc. The sense of this is that, though it will 
“be said later on that the sentences that do not appear in connection 
“with any particular Action serve the purpose of mentionmg some- 
“ thing for the original Action of the Context,—yet, this declaration is not 
“one that has an absolute verbal authority; as it is only based upon 
“the fact of these factors mentioned in the sentences being otherwise in- 
“ capable of serving any useful purpose, apart from the original action, In 
“ the case in question, however, we find that the existence of ‘ Touching ’ 
“and ‘ Preparing’ elsewhere (7.e., apart from the original action) is not 
“ wholly impossible,—because they are met with even in ordinary worldly 
“experience. Then if the ‘Touching’ were meant to bo specified in the 
“santence in question with the sole purpose of precluding fhe ‘touching ’ 
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‘of the ordinary world,—then, there being no other specifying word, the 
“ snevification would have to be done by the Injunctive affix itself; and 
“ hence all that the word ‘ Glabhéta’ could mean would be ‘that touching 
“ which has been laid down as something to be done’; and the potency of the 
“ Injunctive having been wholly spent up in this, any further injunction 
“of the Accessory would be absolutely impossible. Nor can the 
“single injunctive word ‘ @labhéta’ serve the twofold purpose of indicat- 
“ing the former ‘ Touching’, and laying down the accessory ‘white.’ 
“If again the word ‘@lubléta’ be taken as referring only to the Root- 
“ meaning (the Touching previously mentioned), then as the mere ‘ Touch- 
“ ing’ would exist in the ordinary world also, the accessory would come 
“to be enjoined for such ordinary Touching also; and as such Injunction 
“of the accessory for the ordinary Touching would not bring about any 
“ results, the word would become meaningless. But this mere meaning- 
“ lessness, without the action of any Context, etc., cannot lead us to accept 
“only the Verdic ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ as to be meant by the 
“ sentences in question. 

“ And hence, there being no ground for connecting the sentences with 
“any original Action mentioned before, they must be taken as laying 
“down a distinct ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing.’ ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sitra (14): But the ‘sacrifice’ is laid down; because of the 


mention of the enjoyer of the Substance and the Result, which 
are related to some sort of an Action. 


Just as the presence of the word speaking of the Result has been 
urged as setting aside the former Pirvapaksha that the sentences lays 
down an Accessory,—so, in the same manner the latter Pirvapaksba also, 
which holds mere ‘ Touching’ to be the object enjoined, can be refuted 
by means of the words expressing the Deities (‘Vayavyam’ and 
‘ Sauryam’). 

Inasmuch as, as a matter of fact, the Injunction in question depends 
upon each of the words contained in the sentence, it must be taken, in the 
case in question, as pertaining to the relationship of the substance, the 
Deity and the word (‘ vayavyam ’) expressing that relationship. And as the 
relationship would not be possible without the action of ‘ sacrifice,’ 
it naturally implies such an Action; specially as no other action is 
capable of bringing about that relationship. For if we were to touch 
the subtsance, without offering it to the Deity Vayu, it would not be 
‘ vdyavya.’ Nor can the sentence be taken to mean that we should 
touch only that particular substance which is ordinarily known as 
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‘oayarya’ (dedicated to Vayu) ; because such dedication to a Deity can be 
brought about only by performance. Hence the sentence could not but 
be taken as meaning that‘ the white substance should be offered 
to Vayu’; and from this we conclude that the sentence is the Injunction 
ofa ‘sacrifice’ (in the shape of offering). Because the ‘Injunction of 
Sacrifice’ will be defined later on as ‘yajaticodand dravyadévatukriyim 
samudayé kriyarthatvat’ (IV—ii—27). 

And thus the ‘ touching’ and ‘ preparing’ mentioned in the sentences 
in question would be mere ‘ references’ to the same Actions mentioned in 
the original Injunction (in connection with the Darga-Pirnamdsc). 

Though the Pirvapakshi has brought forward the objection of the 
highly complicated character of the theory of the sentence being 
a qualified Injunction,—yet as it must have been carelessly brought 
forward, and that too against an assumed adversary, we take no 
notice of it here (because we do not hold to that theory; what we 
hold is that the Injunction is of the Sacrifice only, there being mere 
references to Touching and Preparing). 


Sutra (15): Also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion. 


We have the text—‘ Sawmdaraudran carun nirvapet. . .. parigrité 
yajéta’ ; and in this as soon as the word ‘ saumaraudram’ (which speaks 
of the connection of the Caru with the Deities Soma and Rudra) 
has been uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘ sacrifice,’—yet, 
inasmuch as the sentence ‘parigrit® yajéta, which lays down the 
proper cooking of the rice, refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yajéta,’ 
—we always recognize the sentence as laying down a certain action con- 
nected with ‘sacrifice. In fact, in the case of the sentence ‘ agni- 
shomiyam pacumilabhéta, it is only by the above reason that the 
presence of ‘ sacrifice ’ is admitted. À 

In the previous Adhikarana we considered the qnestion as to whether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what we have considered in the present Adhikarana is the question 
as to,—the Injunctive character having been established,—what sort of 
an Action (either mere Touching or Sacrifice) is enjoined by it. And as 
such there is no mere useless repetition, 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Touching of the Oalf, etc., is a mere purificatory rite. ] 


Siitra (16): Ina doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity. 


Some people declare that—‘ whatever is mentioned in glosses 
and commentaries is present inthe Sūtra; as it is the Sūtra that is 
the source of all meanings ; everything is contained in the Sūtra. 

And against these people the following is urged: A reason never 
establishes its conclusion until the form of this effect has been duly 
shown. And,as a matter of fact, we find the Siatra mentiouing only 
the reason,—‘ praiyadarganit. Nor is the meaning of the Sūtra or 
the Context, ete, capable of showing what special instance is meant 
to be dealt with, or what the question and conclusion are? Thus then the 
Sutra being altogether unintelligible, it devolves upon the commentators 
to try and remove this deficiency of the Séra. Specially as the supplying 
of words, from outside, into the Sutra, has been prohibited, only with 
reference to such Séiras as are quite explicable without it; and all that 
is meant by that prohibition is that, inasmuch as the sole motive of the 
author of the Sūtra is to train the intellect of the pupil, only that 
much of extraneous matter should be assumed, without which the 
Sūtra would be inexplicable, and all sorts of matter are not to be saddled 
on to it. 

And hence inasmuch as the subject, etc., of the Adhzkarana have not 
been mentioned in the Sitra, the author of the Vrtti shows what 
they are. This is how people explain the Bhāshya, when it proceeds 
to draw upon the gloss of Upavarsha. 

In connection with the present Sūtra, Upavarsha has cited the 
sentence ‘ vatsama@labhéta,’ found in the Agzzthotra section, in connection 
with the milking of the cow. Aud he has shown that, with regard to this 
sentence also, we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does the sentence 
lay down the calf with the reference to the ‘Touching’ originally 
mentioned in the Context P (2) Or, does it lay down mere ‘Touching’ ? 
(3) Or does it lay down a ‘ Sacrifice’ ? 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because, there being 
no specification in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point to the 
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‘Touching’ previously mentioned in the Context ;—as shown in the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarann 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being the 
Injunction of a Sacrifice, the Bhashya proceeds to explain the present 
Adhikarana as an exception to the foregoing one, 

Though, as a matter of fact, on acconnt of the sentence dealt with here 
being a counter-instance of the foregoing Siddhdnta argument based upon 
the connection of the Hnjoyer, the Pérvapaksha of the present Adhikurana 
has almost wholly been represented (in the shape of the Siddhanta 
of the foregoing Adhikarana); yet the Bhdshya proceeds to present it 
afresh ; because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons ; 
as there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, 
that they think of interpreting the Veda also by means of Inferences 
from similarity; and these persons would never grasp the fact of the 
Pirvapaksha having been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth 
previously, 

Some people accept the word ‘ dlabhéta’ as synonymous with 
‘sacrifice, on the strength of the foregoing Adhikarana ; while others 
take it as merely implying the ‘sacrifice’; and it is both these views 
that they bring forward in connection with the sentence in question 
also. And we have in connection with this a twofold 


PURVAPAKSHA:— 


namely: ‘ (1) The sentence in question lays down a distinct sacrifice,— 
“ (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifice that has been 
“laid down previously.” 


THE SIDDHANTA 


view is that in the case of the sontence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, we accepted the injunction of the ‘sacrifice,’ on the sole 
ground of the relationship between the substance and the Deity therein 
mentioned (by the word ‘ vāyavyam ’),—and not, either on the strength 
of a newly-discovered expressive potoncy of the word ‘ dlabhéta,’ 
or on that of a fallacious Inference (of the implication of ‘ sacrifice’ 
by the word ‘ adlabhéta’). Inthe case in question, however, as we have 
no word expressive of the said relationship (of Deity and Substance), 
we must take the word ‘dlabhéta’ in its simple direct signification. 
Thus would the similarity of the present ‘ touching’ with the purificatory 
secondary actions of cow-milking and the like be explained; as the 
‘ Touching’ also would be a mere secondary rite ; and this ‘ touching of the 
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calf ’at the particular time of milking the cow, would serve a visible 
purpose of making the cow yield more milk. 


Sutra (17): Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the particular Arthavada. 


Close upon the sentence in question we have the sentence ‘ vatsa- 
nikāntā hi pugavah’ (‘ Animals love their young ones dearly’); and this 
could be taken as an Arthavdda showing a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘ vatsamdlabhéta’ is 
taken as enjoining the ‘touching’ by way of fondling it for the purpose 
of making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that ‘one should touch (fondle) the calf, witha view to the cow yielding 
more milk, because animals love their young dearly °]. 

If, onthe other hand, the word ‘ dlabhéta’ meant ‘ touching for the 
purpose of killing’ (by way of offering to a Deity), the mention 
of the fact of the young being dearly loved by animals would be 
wholly irrelevant ; for in that case the purport of the two sentences would 
be this: ‘Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefore it should 
be touched for being killed’—certainly not a very relevant proposi- 
tion! In the other case (i.e. when ‘ dlabhéta’ means touching by way 
of fondling) it would be quite natural to expect that, inasmuch as 
the cow is fond of the calf, if we fondle the calf, or the calf fondles 
us, the cow would be moved to yield more milk, the flow of which would 
be accelerated by the sight of her calf being fondled. 

Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
lays down mere ‘Touching’ as a secondary action calculated to serve 
a useful purpose. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Nairāra Caru is for the purposes of Adhana.] 


Sutra (18): As connected with the word mentioning an Action, 
it must be taken as being for the sake of that Action ; special- 
ly as such is the direct signification of the words of the 
text. 


The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of tho 
words ‘alubhéta’ and‘ nirvapét’ as contained in the sentences ‘ ¢vetuma- 
lubhéta’ and ‘ sauryaticarunnirvapéet, —the last Adhikarana has dealt with 
the counter-instance of the first part of that Adhikaraga ; and the present 
Adhikarana proceeds to deal with the counter-instance of the second 
portion dealing with the ‘Preparing’ in connection with the botled 
vice. Nor is the case of this exactly similar to that dealt with in 
the foregoing Adhikarana; as in this we have a further ground of doubt, 
in the shape of the mention of a Deity (Brhaspati). 

[In connection with ‘ Agni, we meet with the sentence ‘ nazvdrag- 
carurbhavati,’ and then ‘ yadénum carumupadadhati’; and here arises the 
question as to whether the boiled rice is laid down for the purpose of the 
sacrifice (the sense of the texts being that ‘ having sacrificed out of the 
rice, the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kept aside. | 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The character of a subsidiary to Sacrifices is inherent in all 
“ such substances as boiled rice, cake and the like; and hence in all cases, 
“it is necessary to give up one’s ownership of these substances (in favour 
“ of someone else). Consequently, what the word ‘upadadhati’ in the 
“sentence ‘carum upadadhdati’ means is that there is to be a ‘ pratipatti ’ 
“(keeping aside, throwing away ) of the Caru; and as no such ‘ pratipatti’ 
“of a thing would be possible until it had been already utilised, we are 
“ led to look out for that at which the boiled rice could have been utilised ; 
“and the foremost of all, that which presents itself as being most capable 
“of affording an occasion for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the 
“* Sacrifice’; and hence we me led to accept the fact of the Curu 
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“being of use at the sacrifice. Subsequently too, we meet with tho 
“sentence ‘ Brhasputeretadannam yannivira, etc’, which distinctly men- 
“tions Brhaspati as the Deity of the Rice; and under the circumstances, if 
“ the connection between the Rice and that Deity wore not duly established 
“by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity would be absolutely 
“i neaningless. Therefore we must take the sentences m question to mean 
“ that— after having performed the sacrifice of the Bdrhaspatyacaru, 
“ which forms a part of the Agnéya sacrifice, we should desist, for a 
“time, from proceeding with the other sacrifices connected with the 
“ Agnéya, and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brhaspati).’” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: There is nothing 
inherent in the Rice that would always make it employed at sacrifices ; in 
fact the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained by means 
of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to them. 
As soon as the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 
naturally seek for the use to which it could be put; and we are met by 
the sentence ‘ yadénam carum upadudhati,’ which directly lays down the 
fact of the Rice helping towards the preparation of the altar for the 
reception of the Fire to be used at the sacrifico, And the Rice thus 
having its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection 
with another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned ; and 
hence it is all the more impossible for it to have anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (but only indirectly implied). 
Nor can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the 
Pratipatti; because we do not know of any use to which it could 
be put prior to the keeping. 

Further, even in the case of an action which is performed with 
regard to an independent purpose, the Rice has a certain predomin- 
ance over the keeping; and hence as unless the Rice is purified by tho 
said keeping, it cannot help in the preparation of the altar,—there is 
nothing incompatible in the presence of the Accusative ending (in 
‘t Qarum’). l 

Then again, inasmuch as there are only three ways of the direct 
mention of the connection of a Deity [viz., (1) the Nominal Deific affix, 
(2) the Dative ending, (3) the Indicative words contained in the 
mantras ],—the connection of the Nivara Rice with the Deity Brhaspnti 
mentioned in the Arthavida could, at best, be only an implied (or inferred) 
one; as that Arthavada is devoid of all the three means of directly 
mentioning the Deity. 
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That is to say, the Deity Brhaspati, being mentioned in connec- 
tion with the Nivara (in the Arthavdda passage), could be connected with 
the Rice, only by a highly complicated process. For instance, (1) first of 
all, ‘Brhaspati,’ though mentioned in the supplementary Arthavdda, 
would have to be taken as the Deity in reference to the Injunction, which, 
however, does not stand in need of any such connection of Deity ;— 
then (2), the deific character of Brhaspati would have to be assumed, 
even in the absence of any of the three indicators of Deity—the Nominal 
Affix and the rest ;—and (3) lastly, there would be the necessity of having 
to assume the fact of the ‘sacrifice’ being implied by the sentence 
‘natvaraccarurbhavatz.’ 

For these reasons, it is far more reasonable to take the Caru (Rice) 
as serving the purpose of being kept aside. 

Some people bring forward the supplementary sentence ‘ Barhaspatyo 
bhavati,’ as containing the word ‘ Barhasputyak,’ which is co-extensive with 
‘ caruh, and which serves to point out, by means of the nominal affix, the 
Deity connected with the Caru (Rice). But for these people also, it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction, in the very first instance, 
as pointing to the fact of the Oaru being for the purpose of being 
kept; and then as there would be no deficiency felt in the Injunction, for 
want of a Deity, it would not be possible for the sentence to lay down any 
Deity. Consequently, the present tense in the sentence ‘ Bdrhaspatyo 
bhavati’ would indicate that the character of being related to Brhaspatz, 
that is attributed to the Qaru (in the sentence ‘ Brhaspaterva etadan- 
nam yannivarak’) by way of eulogising it, is the same that we perceive 
as belonging to it, at the present time; and thus the meaning of the 
sentence ‘ Brhaspatervd, etc.’ comes to be the same as that of the sentence 
‘ Barhaspatyo bhavatc’ (though this latter occurs in the Taittiriya Text, 
while the former in the Ma@dhyandiniya). 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentence in question lays 
down, not a sacrifice, but that alone which it distinctly mentions—vzz., the 
keeping aside of the Caru. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
(The Tvashtra Patnivata is subservient to the Paryagnikarana. | 


Sitra (19): Inasmuch as the Patnivata is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must be taken as 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent sub- 
sidiaries ). 


In connection with what has gone before, we proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ utsrjati ’ signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down in the sentence, ‘ Tvdshtram 
pitnivatamalabhaté, we find another sentence—' Paryagnikriam patni- 
vatamuisrjanti. And in connection with this latter sentence, there 
is a doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory (to the sacrifice laid 
down in the former sentence), or a distinct Action,—the doubt being due 
to the twofold construction of which the sentence is capable. And on 
this, we have the following 


POURVAPAKSHA. 


“The sentence lays down a distinct Action; because the Injunctive 
‘ potency of the sentence pertains, as in the case of the sentence ‘ viya- 
“ vyam cvétamalabhéta,’ to the relationship between the substance and the 
“ Deity. 

“ And further, inasmuch as the sentence in question does not contain 
“ any mention of T'vash{d, the action mentioned therein cannot be recognised 
“ as the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence (in which the word 
“ Tydshtra forms an important factor); and (if the action mentioned in 
“ the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of both sentences 
“laying down the ‘pdinivata’), then, on account of the sentence in 
“ question containing the mention of ‘ paryagnikarana’ also, there would 
“ be a syntactical split (if it laid down the Palnivata also). 

“That is to say, if in the sentence in question, both the words 
“ (‘ paryagnikriam ’ and ‘ patnivatam’) were mentioned as mere qualifica- 
“ tions, as the two words (‘tvdshira’ and ‘ padtnivatam’) are in the pre- 
“ vious sentence,—then the action mentioned in the sentence in question 
“could be recognized asthe same as that mentioned in the previous 
‘sentence. As a mutter of fact, however, in tho case in question, 
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“we have not even the slightest touch of such a recognition,—as we have 
“that of ‘Mahéndra’ in the Indrapragātha ; and hence even on account of 
“the action mentioned in the second sentence being connected with 
“a distinct Deity (Agni), it cannot but be taken as distinct from that 
“ mentioned before (which is connected with Tvashta as its Deity). 

“If again, the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘giving away’ 
“ (‘utsrjatt’) with reference to the Pdtnivata, then, inasmuch as it is 
“ also found to mention the qualification of ‘ paryagnikriam,’ there would 
“be a syntactical split; and it would be in an indirect way that the 
‘í giving away’ would be connected (with the paryagnikarana), And 
“further, as the ‘giving away’ of the Pdtnivata has already been men- 
“ tioned in the previous originative Injunction, its repetition in the sentence 
“in question would be useless (if the Actions were the same). Nor is any 
“useful purpose served, in the present instance, by the injunction of the 
“ Paryagnikaranza (in connection with the action in question); because its 
“existence in that Action is already indicated by its presence in the 

“original Primary of that Action. Nor can we accept the sentence as 

“containing an alternative injunction of the Action having Pdtnivata for 
“its Deity; as the position of the Deity is already occupied by Tvashta 
‘“ mentioned in the originative Injunction. 

“Nor can the difference of the two Actions be asserted on the mere 
‘ground of the repetition of the Paryagnikaraza, whose helpfulness in the 
“original Action has been duly ascertained,—as in the case of the Grha- 

“‘médhiya, Because the sentence in question mentions the Paryagnikarana 
“merely as a subordinate factor. Nor can the word ‘ Paryagnikarana ’ 
“ be taken as denoting the subsidiary procedure ending with the Paryagni- 
“ karana; and as such the mere mention of the ‘ Paryagnikrtam ’ 
“could not serve to separate the part of the procedure ending with the 
“ Paryagnikarana, from the subsidiary actions that come after it. Nor 
“again is the word ‘Paryagntkrtam’ expressive of time; and hence the 
“sentence could not be taken to mean that the giving away is to be done 
“at the time of the Paryagnikarana. And there is no ground for taking the 
“word ‘ Paryagnikrtam’ as indirectly indicative of the ime; specially 
“when the direct signification of the word makes the sentence quite 
“ compatible and explicable. 

“Then again, all the subsidiaries of the sacrifice being equally laid 
“down as to be performed along with it,—and the performance of none of 
“these being prohibited by any other sentence,—when the time of the 
“ Paryaguikaraza comes, all the subsidiaries would come to be performed ; 
‘and it could not be definitely known which one of the many subsidiaries 
“is to be performed at that time; because if all of them were to be 
“performed at that time, the prescribed time would be transgressed ; 
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“while if attention were paid to the observance of the time (by the 
“ performance of any one of tho subsidiaries), that would mean the neglect 
“of the other subsidiaries (consequently the sentence cannot be taken as 
“laying down the time of the Paryagnikaranua, for the performance of the 
“ sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence). 

“The same arguments also serve to set aside the view that the 
“sentence lays down the particular state of the ‘ giving away’; because 
“the previous Injunction itself has laid down that the Pdtnivata is to be 
“given away when in the state of the Paryagni (and so this could not be 
“enjoined over again in the sentence in question). If it be urged that 
“the sentence serves to preclude the condition subsequent to the Paryagni- 
“karana, then that would entail the three anomalies (of rejecting the 
“ enjoined, accepting that which is not enjoined and so forth, which have 
“ been shown to attach to all Preclusive Injunctions). 

“ Thus then, we find that in the sentence in question, there is nothing 
“that could be laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice; and as 
‘such we conclude that it lays down a distinct Action, connected with the 
“Deity (Agni) and the material (Pa@tnivata),—having for its original 
“either the sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence (which has the 
“same Deity and Accessory), or the Agnishomiya sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the 
sacrifice mentioned in the sentence in question is actually recognized as 
the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, we cannot 
perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question does 
is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana. 

The word ‘ Painivata’ in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali- 
fications,—just like the word ‘agni’ in connection with the Manotā sacri- 
fice. And the words ‘ paryagnikriamutsrjatc’ also are cognised, on account 
of the Context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 

Objection: ‘‘ But we have shown above that none of the various 
“ways of the injunction of accessory is possible in the sentence in 
“ question.” i 

Reply : True; all the rest have been rejected as impossible ; but you 
have not refuted the theory that the accessory laid down is the Subsidiary 
Procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana. 

Though the word ‘ Paryagnikrtam’ itself does not, like the word 
‘‘idauta’, directly express that which ends in that (Paryagnikarana), yet it 
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is quite capable of implying it; especially as one cannot be spoken of as 
having finished the Paryagnikarana, until all that precedes it has also been 
done. Consequently the mention of the ‘Paryagntkarana’ alone also 
implies all that precedes it. 

And then, the sentence laying down the performance of the Tvasfra 
is found to stand in need of the mention of the method of procedure to 
be employed in regard to it; and inasmuch as it would have no reason 
for going beyond the group of subsidiaries ending with the Puryagni- 
karana (the capability of whose usefulness has been perceived ),—it would 
not stand in need of all subsidiaries of the original Agnishomiya. And 
thus, it having been duly ascertained that, the subsidiaries connected with 
the Tvdshtra sacrifice ending with the Paryugnikarana,—and the mere form 
of this sacrifice having been mentioned in the previous sentence,—what 
the sentence does is simply to preclude (or separate) the presence of the 
subsidiaries subsequent to the Paryagnikarana, from the Tvdashtra sacrifice. 
And hence it is this separation (or preclusion) that is spoken of in tho 
Sitra as the effect of the sentence; hence the Sitra— pilrvatvaduvac- 
chédah’. 

In this way we would be saved from all the trouble of inferring a 
distinct sacrifice, a distinct Apūrva, etc., etc, 

Nor is it that the ‘ giving away’ has been made connected with the 
word ‘ Paryagni,’ which removes it from its natural precincts. Because 
the object of Injunction being the ‘giving away’ as qualified by the 
subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana,—though the form of the ‘ giving 
away’ has been already mentioned, yet what the sentence does is to lay 
down the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana, with reference to 
that ‘giving away’ which has been previously mentioned ; and as such 
there is no removal of any factor from its natural precincts ; and hence 
in one way it is the ‘giving away’ itself that has been spoken of as the 
object of Injunction. 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the Root (in 
utsrjatt’) would come to denote something wholly distinct from itself, just 
-as in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’ (as you 
‘would have to take ‘utsrjat’’ as laying down something different from 
‘giving away’, its rightful denotation). And for this reason also, we 
should accept the action mentioned in the sentence in question to be the 
same as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 

Then again, inasmuch as the Context also favours the view taken of 
the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana, no significance can be 
attached to the mention of the ‘ Patnivata’; as this last word serves as a 
mere reference to (description of) what already exists; and this explana- 
tion meets the objection urged above, as to our theory necessitating the 
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acceptance of the mention of only a portion of the reference to a qualificd 
object. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves to 
lay down an Accessory with reference to an Action previously mentioned. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[ Adabhya, etc., are the names of Grahas.] 


Siitra 20: When the name appears by itself without any mention 
of the sacrificial material, it would be subservient to the 
Action. 


[In no particular connection we find the sentences, ‘ ésha vai havisha 
haviryajaté yo ddbhyam grhitva somaya yajaté,’ and ‘ para vā étasyayuk 
prana čti yonçum grhnitic’. | 

And with regard to the holding of the 4dābhya and the Ancu, there 
is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the Glambha (Touching). And 
just as in that oase, so here also, after having set aside the two other 
alternative theories, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The sentences in question enjoin two sacrifices. The arguments in 
. “support of this view are as follows: It has been shown above (under 
“t Namadhéya’) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
“from that sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
“Context; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from 
“those that are not mentioned in the same Context, with regard to which 
“there can be no idea of identity. 

“In the case in question we find that the names ‘adadbhya’ and 
“: Ançu’ are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the 
“ Context; and hence the sentence cannot be taken as laying down a mere 
“repetition of the same. Consequently we conclude that the sentence 
“lays down the Hkdha sacrifice which forms part of the Jyotishtoma— 
“this conclusion being pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of 
“< holding? Nor is the case in question similar to that of the ‘touching 
“of the calf’; (1) because in the first of the two sentences in question, 
“ we find the direct mention of the ‘sacrifice,’ and in the second, we have 
“a specific name, which serves to distinguish the Action so named from 
“all other Actions; and (2) because the presence of the injunction of 
“‘ holding’ in the sentences transfers, to the actions herein mentioned, 
“all the details of the Jyotishtoma; and as such these actions become 
“fully equipped with all the necessary factors of the Material and the 
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“ Deity, etc. (which is not found in the case of the sentence ‘ vatsama- 
“ dubhéta’), 

“And for these reasons, we conclude that the sentences lay down 
“ distinct sacrifices.” 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

In the case of sentences where we have only the Name and the holding 
mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of the mention of a 
sacrifice are very much less than in the case of the sentence ‘vatsamd- 
labhéta’ ; because the former is devoid even of the mention of a Material. 

That is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 
of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form the 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Because the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a property. 
And so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in 
the sentences are sacrifices, there can be no idea as to the sacrifices being 

similar to the Jyotishtoma; and as such ‘Soma’ (the material offered 
at the Jyotishtoma) could not be recognized as the material to be held. 
And as for the verb ‘ grhndaiz,’ also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
always concomitant with the Jyotishtoma; because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Nor are the names in question—‘ Addbhya’ and ‘ Angu’—the names | 
of any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these sacrifices. 
Because these words have been accepted as names, simply on the ground 
of their co-extensiveness with ‘holding’; and as for the difference of 
‘holding’ from the previous sacrifices, we also admit it; but it does not 
follow from this that the sentence lays down a distinct Sacrifice. 

As a matter of fact, we have proved, under Sūtra II—ii—18, that 
even when such sentences are accompanied by the mention of Deities and 
Materials, they cannot be taken as laying down sacrifices. While in the 
case in question, we do not find even this (mention of the Deity and the 
Material). As for the sacrifice that is mentioned by the word ‘ yajéta’ in 
the sentence speaking of the Addbhya, it cannot, in the present instance, 
be taken as enjoined by the Injunctive affix (in ‘ yajéta’), which has ita 
injunctive potency transferred elsewhere (to the Accessory ),—as shown 
under the Pérvapaksha of the Satra II—ii--27. Therefore the sentence 
(speaking of Adabhya) must be taken as laying down the ‘holding’ with 
reference to a certain sacrifice (laid down, before). 

Question: “ But how do you c he Ancu with a sacrifice (as 
“the sentence speaking of it does word ‘yajutd’?)?” 

In reply to this some people éction with a sacrifice 
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